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CONFIDENTIAL. 


Further Correspondence respecting the Venice Conference, 
Quarantine in Egypt, and Egyptian Boards of Health. 


[In continuation of Confidential Paper No. 6157.] 


No. 1. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Count Deym. 

M. l’Ambassadeur, Foreign Office, January 1, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge, with thanks, the receipt of your Excellency’s 
notes of the 26th and 28th ultimo, respecting the representation of Austria-Hungary and 
other countries at the Venice Sanitary Conference. 

T hnvp 

(Signed) ’ SALISBURY. 


No. 2. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir H. Rumbold. 

(No. 1. Commercial.) 

Sir, Foreign Office, January 1, 1892. 

1 APPROVE the language held by you in conversation with M. van Tienhoven in 
regard to the attitude of the Netherlands Delegates at the Venice Conference, as reported 
in your despatch No. 178, Confidential, of the 24th ultimo, which should, however, have 
been included in the Commercial series of despatches, in accordance with the instructions 
conveyed to Her Majesty’s Missions abroad by the Circular despatch of the 9th December, 
1882. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 3. 

Count Deym to the Marquis oj Salisbury.’—(Received January 2, 1892.) 
(Translation.) 

M, le Marquis, 18, Belgrave Square , London , December 31, 1891. 

IN continuation of my note of the 28th instant, and by direction of my Government, 
I have the honour to inform your Lordship that the Sublime Porte have appointed 
Hadji Arif Bey, Vice-President of the Council pf Constantinople, Nofia Pasha, General 
Physician on the Staff, and Benkowski Bey, Chief Physician on the Staff, as their Repre¬ 
sentatives at the Conference of Venice. 

At the same time I have the honour to inform your Lordship that the Greek Govern¬ 
ment have the intention of sending to the same Conference M. Argyropoulo, their Agent 
[501] R, 














in Cairo, as their Delegate, and Dr. Zsangarolos, their Representative in the “ Conseil 
Sanitaire ” at Alexandria, as Assistant. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) DEYM. 


No. 4. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Count Deym. 

M. PAmbassadeur, Foreign Office, January 2,1892. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Excellency’s note of the 
31st ultimo, notifying the names of the Turkish and Greek Representatives at the Venice 
Sanitary Conference. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 5. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir E. Baring. 

(No. 1. Commercial.) 

gj r Foreign Office , January 2,1892. 

WITH reference to your telegram, Commercial, of the 31st ultimo, and my reply of 
the same date, respecting the question whether the Egyptian Delegates to the Venice 
Conference should vote or not, I inclose, for your information, copy of a Memorandum by 
Sir E. Hertslet,* showing what are the precedents in similar cases. 

I am, &e. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 6. 

Mr. Fane to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 5.) 

(No. 23. Treaty.) 

My Lord, Constantinople, January 1, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to report that I have been informed by Dr. Dickson that, at a 
meeting ot the Board of Health held on the 29tli ultimo, the Vice-President, Hadji Arif 
Bey, announced that he had been appointed Ottoman Commissioner to the International 
Sanitary Conference about to be held in Venice, and that he would start for that place on 
the following day. 

Dr. Hagel, Austro-Hungarian Delegate on the Constantinople Board of Health, has, 
I have further been informed, been appointed Austro-Hungarian Delegate to the Con¬ 
ference at Venice, and is replaced here during his absence by Dr. Mally. 

I have &c. 

(Signed) ’ EDMUND FANE. 


No. 7. 

Count Deym to the Marquis of Salisbury .— (Received January 5.) 

(Translation.) 

M. le Marquis, 18, Belgrave Square , London, January 3,1892. 

WITH reference to my note of the 31st ultimo, I have the honour to inform your 
Excellency, in accordance with instructions from my Government, that the Sublime Porte 
have now appointed as their Delegates at the Conference at Venice, Arif Bey, Ahmud 
Bey, formerly Minister at Belgrade, and the Military Medical Officers Benkowski and 
Khairedin Bey. 

I beg to inform you, at the same time, that the Royal Portuguese Government have 
appointed Count Macedo, their Minister at the Quirinal, and the Swedish and Norwegian 
Government M. de Bildt, their Minister at Rome, to represent them at the Conference. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) DEYM. 


* December 31, 1891, 
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No. 8. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Count Deym. 

M. PAmbassadeur, Foreign Office, January 6, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Excellency’s note of the 
3rd instant, informing me of the names of the Turkish, Portuguese, and Swedish Delegates 
at the Venice Sanitary Conference. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 9. 

Sir C. Cookson to the Marquis of Salisbury.—{Received January 6, 1892.) 

(No. 73. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Alexandria , December 24, 1891. 

I HAVE the honour to forward herewith a Report by Dr. Mackie on the case of the 
French transport “ Shamrock.” Three cases of cholera had occurred on board this vessel 
during the voyage from Haiphong to Saigon, but previously to her arrival at Suez the ship 
was disinfected, the infected clothing was thrown overboard, and the vessel performed four¬ 
teen days’ quarantine (at Saigon). The vessel had since been admitted to free pratique at 
a French port. 

Dr. Mackie reports that the French Delegate declined to make any application to the 
Board, and demanded the application of the “ R&glement.” Dr. Mackie comments on the 
action of the President, who asked the Board, by Circular, to decide whether the u Sham¬ 
rock” should undergo quarantine at Tor, or be permitted to transit the Canal in 
quarantine, on the ground that the “ Rdglement ” is not clear on this point, whereas, in 
Dr. Mackie’s opinion (and my own), the “ Reglement ” clearly takes no account of quaran¬ 
tine performed in a foreign port. 

The French, three European, and two Egyptian Delegates abstained from voting, 
and Dr. Mackie did the same ; and the result was that by a majority of 5 the vessel was 
repulsed and sent to Tor. Had a majority been obtained for the transit in spite of the 
attitude of the French Delegate, this case would probably have been cited by the 
opponents of transit in quarantine as proof of the improper constitution of the Board, 
as happened in the similar case of the French transport “ Colombo ” (reported in 
Dr. Mackie’s despatch of the 28th February last, inclosed in my despatch to your Lord- 
ship No. 8 of the 5th March, 1891), where the French Delegate, as in the present 
instance, abstained from voting, but transit was permitted. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) CHAS. A. COOKSON. 


Inclosure 1 in No. 9. 

Mr. Mie'ville to the Members of the Alexandria Quarantine Council . 

Messieurs, Alexandria, le 15 De'cembre , 1891. 

J’AI I’honneur de vous transmettre ci-apres la dipeche que je viens de recevoir de 
M. le Direcleur de l’Office Sanitaire de Suez:— 

“Suez, le 15 De'cembre, 1891. 

“ Transport Fran 9 ais * Shamrock,’ Equipage 317, passagers militaires 486, parti de 
Haiphong 9 Novembre, arrive Saigon le 11; raerae jour un soldat est dicidi de cholera 
en huit heures de maladie, le 12 un autre soldat est dicede de cholera en quatre heures 
de maladie, le 13 un troisiime soldat a ete atteint de eholira; il est guiri et ensuite il est 
dicide le 22 de typhus; depuis le 12 aucun nouveau cas ne s’est produit; de son arrivee 
a Saigon une quarantaine de quatorze jours lui a ete' infligee; parti de Saigon le 23, relacha 
en pratique a Colombo et Obock. Les effets des choleriques ont iti jetis it la mer, les 
effets de l’iquipage et des passagers ont 6t6 passes h l’ituve de disinfection, dont le navire 
est pourvu; le navire a ete aussi desinfecte et les dortoirs blanchis b la chaux. Depuis 
dipart Saigon il a eu huit autres dec&s, tous de maladies ordinaires; ai suspendu pratique i 
pri&re c&bler instructions.” 









J’ai donne communication de cette dep£che k M. le Ddldgud Sanitaire de France, qui 
m’a declare ne demander autre chose que l’application pure et simple du Reglement. 

Aucun Article des Rdglements n’indiquant si, oui ou non, cette Administration doit 
tenir compte June quarantaine purgee dans un port autre qu’un port Elgyptien, le 
traitement k appliquer, d’aprSs nos RSglements, au transport “Shamrock,” me semble 
douteux. 

Dans ces circonstances je vous prie, Messieurs, de me dire si ce navire doit 6tre 
repousse k Tor, ou bien si je puis donner au Directeur de l’Office Sanitaire de Suez les 
instructions de permettre au “ Shamrock ” de transiter le Canal en quarantaine. 

Veuillez, &c. 

(Signd) W. F. MlEVILLE. 


Pour Sept jours de Quarantaine a Tor. Pour le Transit en Quarantaine. 

Drs. Eichstorff (Spain). M. Blomfield (Egypt). 

Pally (Denmark). . Morice Pacha (Egypt). 

Demeek (Holland). M. W. F. Mieville (Egypt). 

Kulp (Germany). A. Caillard (Egypt). 

Massa (Portugal). 

Klodzianowski (Austria). 

Zancarol (Greece). 

Duca (Turkey). 

Wacil (Egypt). 

Abstentions. 

Drs. Bobo Descoutures (France). 

Ardouin (Egypt). 

Torella (Italy). 

Varenhorst (Egypt). 

A. Minotto (Sweden). 

M. G. Sidarous (Belgium). 

Dr. Mackie (England). 


Inclosure 2 in No. 9. 

« 

Dr. Mackie to Sir C, Coolcson. 

Sir, Alexandria , December 19, 1891. 

I HAVE the honour to forward, for your information, the official papers connected 
with the French transport “ Shamrock,” arrived at Suez from Cochin China with troops, 
having had three cases of cholera on board a month before arriving at Suez, but was 
sent by a majority vote of the Quarantine Board, and with the acquiescence of the French 
authorities, to perform seven days’ quarantine at Tor before being allowed to transit the 
Canal. 

The steam-ship “ Shamrock,” with crew of 317 and 486 passengers (soldiers), arrived 
at Suez 15th December, having left Haiphong on the 9th November. Arrived at Saigon 
11th November, a soldier died of cholera, on the 12th another died, and on the 13th 
another was taken ill of cholera, and ultimately died of typhus—evidently the typhus 
resulting from cholera. At Saigon a quarantine of fourteen days was imposed. The 
infected clothing was thrown into the sea, and the clothes of the rest of the crew and 
passengers disinfected by the disinfecting stove with which the vessel was provided. The 
vessel itself was also disinfected. Left Saigon on the 23rd November, no case of cholera 
between Saigon and Suez. Vessel was received in free pratique at Colombo and at the 
French Red Sea Station, Obock. 

The French Delegate, on being applied to by the President of the Quarantine Board 
to know his wishes, whether he meant to ask the Board to allow transit in quarantine, 
replied that he demanded nothing but the application of our “ Reglement ” purely and 

simply. 

The President thereupon sent the inclosed Circular letter to the Delegates, in which 
he states that, according to our “Reglement,” the rule to be followed in the case of 
the “ Shamrock ” is doubtful. This was evidently an attempt by the President to help 
the French authorities out of a difficulty, as the “ Reglement ” is clear, and takes no 
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account of quarantine performed in another port; when such is taken into account it is an 
exceptional case, by special vote of the Board on the request of the Power interested. 
In this case, being on the eve of the Conference at Venice, the French authorities refused 
to make a request for exceptional treatment, and the French Delegate did not even vote 
for it. 

Seeing that the French Delegate demanded the application of the “ Reglement,” 
and abstained from voting when he could have voted for transit in quarantine, I 
also abstained from voting. I should have voted for transit in quarantine had it been 
asked for. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) J. MACKIE. 


No. 10. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to the British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference. 
(No. 3.) 

Gentlemen, Foreign Office, January 7, 1892. 

I TRANSMIT herewith, for your information, a copy of a despatch, as marked in 
the margin,* and its inclosures, respecting the course of procedure adopted by the Egyptian 
Quarantine Board in the case of the French transport “ Shamrock.” 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 11. 

Mr. Gough to the Marquis of Salisbury .—-{Received January 9.) 

(No. 2. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Stockholm, January 5, 1892. 

WITH reference to your Lordship’s Circular, Commercial, of the 5th ultimo, I have 
the honour to report that M. Bildt, Swedish-Norwegian Minister at Rome, has been 
appointed to represent Sweden and Norway at the Sanitary Conference which meets at 
Venice to-day. 

M. Bildt has unfortunately been prevented by illness from pi-oceeding to Venice from 
Rome, and, indeed, will not be allowed by his medical adviser to travel for another 
fortnight. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) HUGH GOUGH. 


No. 12. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

{Received January 10.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice, January 10, 1892. 

SANITARY Conference. 

Following is the French counter-proposal:— 

Establishment of four medical officers at Suez. Division of ships arriving from the 
East into three classes in accordance with result of medical inspection at Suez without 
regard to whence they came, their destination, or their bill of health: 

1. Immediate pratique to be accorded to ships in a perfectly healthy condition. 

2. Suspected ships, namely, those on which there have been cases of cholera eight or 
more days before arrival, to consist of two categories, viz., (a) those which carry a medical 
officer and disinfecting apparatus; and ( b) those on which there are neither. Those under 
(a) would comprise passenger-ships, on board of which disinfection would have taken 
place during their voyage. This category would be permitted to go through the Canal in 
quarantine, or even perhaps in pratique. Those coming under (b) would be cargo-ships, 
and parts actually affected would be disinfected at Suez. A few hours’ detention only 
would be necessary, and no cargo would be discharged. 

• No. 9. 
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8. Vessels having cholera on board, or on which cases of cholera had existed within 
eight days of arrival at Suez, to be deemed infected ships, and divided into two categories 
like suspected ships. Both categories would be few in number. Both would be required 
to land their passengers at Moses’ Wells, divide them into groups, and remain for five days 
or less, according to state of ship and date of last case. Disinfection to be applied to 
those parts of the ship actually affected, without cargo being discharged. Free pratique 
would then he accorded to healthy passengers and to the ship. Passage in quarantine 
might be accorded to those in class (b) before end of five days. 

Two ships only would have come under head of <c infected ” ships during the past 
seven years, and twenty under suspected ships (6). Conference are entertaining these 
proposals favourably. 


No. 13. 

Sir E. Baring to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 11, 1892.) 

(No. 42. Commercial. Confidential.) 

My Lord, Cairo, December 31,1891. 

WITH reference to my Confidential telegram, Commercial, to your Lordship of 
to-day’s date, I have the honour to forward herewith copy of the telegram addressed by 
the Grand Vizier to His Highness the Khedive intimating that the Egyptian Delegates at 
the Venice Conference must be considered as Ottoman Delegates, and requesting that they 
should receive their instructions accordingly from the Sublime Porte. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. BARING. 


Inclosure in No. 13. 

The Grand Vizier to His Highness the Khedive. 

(Tdlegraphique.) Le 16 De'cembre, 1891 (v. S.). 

LA Sublime Porte a ndmme des Ddlegues pour prendre part a la Conference qui se 
reunira a Venise le 5 Janvier (n.s.) h i’effet de discuter les rdformes & apporter dans le 
Conseil Sanitaire International d’Egypte. 

Les Deldgues a nommer par l’Egypte devant eitre nomme naturellement en qualite 
de Delegues de la Sublime Porte, je prie votrc Altesse de vouloir bien donner ses ordres 
afin que les instructions qu’ils recevront leur soient donndes en cette qualitd et qu’au 
moment de leur depart leurs noms soient communiques par le teldgraphe h la Sublime 
Porte. 


No. 14. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

(Received January 11.) 

(No. 1. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Venice, January 6, 1892. 

WE have the honour to report that the International Sanitary Conference met on 
the 5th instant in Venice, at the Palazzo Farsetti, now in the occupation of the municipal 
authorities of the city. Count d’Arco, the Senior Italian Plenipotentiary, welcomed the 
mreign Delegates in the name of the King and of the Italian Government. Count 
Kuefstein, the Austro-Hungarian Plenipotentiary, replied in the name of his colleagues, 
and proposed Count d’Arco as President; this proposal was accepted. Count d’Arco 
then pronounced the Conference open. 

Some purely formal business was then transacted, and the Conference adjourned to 
the 7th instant, nominally because some of the Delegates had not yet arrived; but the 
intervening day will no doubt be used to effect an informal exchange of ideas among the 
members of the Conference. 

We have the honour to inclose a list of the Delegates to the Conference. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACKIE. 
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Inclosure in No. 34. 

Delegues a la Conference Sanitaire Internationale de Venise. 


Allemagne. 

Ddl6gu6s—■ 

M. le Comte de Leyden, Conseiller de Legation, Consul-General d’Allemagne au 
Caire. (H6tel Britannia.) 

M. le Dr. Kulp, Delegue d’Allemagne au Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie. (Hotel 
Britannia.) 

Autriche-Hongrie. 

D 616 guds— 

Son Excellence le Comte de Kuefstein, Conseiller Intime et Chambellan de Sa 
Majeste Impdriale, Royale, et Apostolique, son Envoyd Extraordinaire et 
Ministre Plenipotentiaire. 

M. le Chevalier Ch. de Gsiller, Consul-General d’Autriche-Hongrie. (H6tel Bauer.) 

Adjoints— 

M. Ie Dr. Hagel, Ddlegue d’Antriche-Hongrie au Conseil Superieur de Constant 
tinople. 

M. le Dr. Karlinski, Mddecin Militaire. (Hotel Bauer.) 


Belgique. 

Ddldgue— 

Son Excellence M. E. Beeo, Secretaire-General du Minist&re de l’Agriculture, de 
1’Industrie, et des Travaux. Publics de Belgique. (Hotel Danieli.) 


Danemark. 

Ddldgud— 

M. le Comte Knuth, Envove Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire. (Absent.) 


Egypte. 

Ddldgue— 

Son Excellence Boutros Pacha, Sous-Secretaire d’Efcat h la Justice. (Hotel Danieli.) 
M. le Dr. Mahmoud Sivky Pacha, Sous-Directeur de 1’Administration des Services 
Sanitaires et d’Hygi&ne Publique. (Ildtel Danieli.) 

M. le Dr. Mieville, President du Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie. (Absent.) 


Deldgues— 


Espagne. 


Son Excellence Don Silverio Baguer de Corsi y Ribas, Comte de Baguer, Ministre 
Resident. (H6tel Luna.) 

M. le Dr. Coi’tezo, Conseiller de la Salubritd d’Espagne, Membre de l’Acad^mie de 
Mddecine, Depute. (H&tel Britannia.) 


France. 


Ddldguds— 

M. Barr&re, Envoye Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire de France a Munich. 
(Casa Petrarca, Quai des Esclavons.) 

M. le Dr. Proust, Professeur a la Facultd de Medecine, Inspecteur-General des 
Services Sanitaires. (H6tel de i’Europe.) 

M. le Dr. Brouardel, Doyen de la Faculte de Medecine, President du Comite 
d’Hygi^ne de France. (H6tei de l’Europe.) 

M. le Dr. Catelan, Deldgud au Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie. (H6tel de TEurope.) j 


Grande-Bretagne. 

Ddidgu^s— 

Son (Excellence James Lowther, Membre du Parlement, Sous-Secr6taire d’Etat aux 
Affaires Etrangdres. (Grand-Hotel.) 

M. le Dr. Mackie, Delegud Britanniquc au Conseil Maritime, Sanitaire, Quarantenaire 
d’Egypte. (Grand-H6tel.) 
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SCC 1lTH. e k®™ifDe^itoe Secretaire a« Service Diplomatique. (Grand-H6tel.) 


Gr£0E. 

“1?WD,. Zancarol, Delude Gvece au Couseil Sanitaire d’Alexaudrie. (H6tel 
M. Georges Argiropulo, Agent Diplomatique de Grfece en Egypte. (H6tel Darnell.) 


Italie. 


^Son Excellence M, le Comte d’Arco, Sous-Secrdtaire d’fitat aux Affaires Strangles. 
M. te Dr! P^Hani°^irecteur-Gdndral de la Santd Publique au Ministre de l'lnttor. 
M. J Marquis Carcano, Consul-Gdndral. (Hotel la Lune.) 


Adj0 M tS iT Comm. Mayor, Chef de Section au MinistSre des Affaires Strangles. (H6tel 
M. le Dr. Torella, Ddlegud au Conseil Sanitaire d Alexandrie. 


Pays-Bas. 

^^vfdTvilleboU Agent Diplomatique et Consul-General (H6tel Britannia.) 

t Dr. Ruysebfconseiller au Ministbre de l’lntdrieur des Pays-Bas. (Hbtel 
Bauer.) 


Portugal. 


Dfl4 M & le Comte de Macedo, Envoyd Extraordinaire et Ministre Ple'nipotentiaire. 
(Absent.) 


Bessie. 

Ddlegmis^^ Envoye Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire. (Hotel Dameli.) 
Adj t. le Baron Wrangell, Premier Secretaire de Legation. (H6tel Danieh.) 


Se^de et Norvege. 


^ %l. Bildt, Envoyd Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire. 


(Absent.) 


Terqeie. 


Dfl Tmi Excellence Arif Bey, Vice-President du Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie. (Hfttel 
Bauer.) 

Alunid Bey, Conseiller dEtat. (Hotel Bauer.) , . 1 . c , /ttaioI 

M. le Colonel Boukowski Bey, Chimiste de Sa Majeste Impenale le Sultan. (Hotel 

M. if Dn’Haueddin Bey, Professeur a la Faculte de Medecine de Constantinople. 
(H6tel Bauer.) 


No. 15. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury.— 

(Received January II.) 

(No. 2. Commercial. Confidential.) Venice, January G, 1892. 

Y WE have the honour to report that we have had informal conversations with several 
of our colleagues the foreign Delegates to the Sanitary Conference. 
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It appears that the French Delegates will raise serious objection to the transit through 
the Canal in quarantine of ships on which a recent case of cholera has occurred. They 
will maintain that such ships must be disinfected before entering the Canal; that such 
ships are not now allowed to pass in quarantine, although ships in which there has been 
cholera at a comparatively remote date are allowed transit in quarantine as a favour; and 
that in practice the number of ships which would be deprived of immediate transit would 
be very small indeed. 

This proposal would appear, so far as we are at present able to ascertain, to receive a 
considerable amount of support from several of the other Delegates; and there is little 
doubt that it will be strenuously pressed by the French Delegates. It is not improbable, 
therefore, that at an early date we may have to ask for your Lordship’s instructions 
upon the point. In the event of our finding ourselves in a position to accept the French 
proposal in this regard, it seems not improbable that the French would be prepared to 
agree to reduce the “ voyage indemne” from a period of ten days to a shorter term. 

We have not as yet learnt what the term “ disinfection ” is intended to imply ; but, 
independently of the French proposal now under consideration, we shall put forward the 
view that “ disinfection ” in the case of a ship should, as in the case of a hospital, extend 
only to that part of the ship actually occupied by the patient, the disinfection of crew, 
passengers, cargo, and hull being clearly impracticable. 

We have pointed out that the great number of British ships passing through the 
Canal are cargo-vessels which do not carry a doctor, and cannot perform the operation of 
disinfection during the voyage; in this respect their position differs widely from that of 
the French and Austrian ships, which are, almost without exception, large passenger- 
steamers. 

We think it possible that we shall in this matter have the support of Germany, whose 
tonnage trading to the East is larger than that of France, and is, to a considerable extent, 
composed of cargo-vessels. 

So far as the reorganization of the Board is concerned, the French Delegates appear to 
desire to diminish to a considerable extent the present Egyptian representation upon it, 
and in this matter they will probably support the views of the Austro-Hungarian 
Delegates. 

Wp llflVP 

(Signed) ’ JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACK IE. 


No. 16. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

(Received January .) 

(No. 3. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Venice, January 8, 1892. 

WITH reference to our despatch No. 2, Confidential, of the 6th instant, we have the 
honour to report that at the meeting of the Sanitary Cohference held yesterday it was 
resolved to form a Committee of the whole Conference, in order that the questions to be 
treated might be discussed with greater freedom than in formal Conference. 

M. Proust, one of the French Delegates, then put forward, in the name of all the 
French Delegates, certain observations which constitute in reality a scheme alternative to 
that recorded in the Anglo-Austrian Agreement. M. Proust’s “ observations ” have now 
been printed, and we have the honour to forward a copy for your Lordship’s information. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACKIE. 


Inclosure in No. 16. 

Observations presentees par M. le Docteur Proust au nom de la Delegation Frangaise sur les 
Modifications a introduire dans VArrangement Austro-Anglais au sujet du Passage du 
Canal de Suez en Quarantaine. 

LA question qui fait le sujet de cette Conference est une des plus importantes de 
l’hygibne Internationale. Aussi bien que la nature de l’arrangemcnt Austro-Anglais ne 
nous convienne pas sur tous les points, nous avons conseille au Gouvernement Frangais, qui 
[501] D 
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nous a fait Vbonneur de nous consumer, d’acceptev .invitation qui lui dtait adresse'e, do 

discater cet arrangement. u Conference actuelle, qui nous parait 

Je ferai toutefois une Paris en 1851 et 1852, 

diffirer, au moms pour la foime, des Co , C ette epoque je reprisentais la France 

d Constantinople en 1866, it Vienne en.18 4 J Ro me en 1886 , oil je me 

& cette Conference et j’en su \ 8 \ e dans toutes ces reunions, le 

trouvais avec mes deux collogues B i protection de l’Europe contre l’importa- 

programme general etait umquement celui-c . II narait surtout se preoccuper 

Son du cholera. A la Conference de Yemseau Article du 

du libre passage des navires, quils soient m e destination d’un port du Royaume- 

Protocole est Sins, concu: “Les b&timents Anglais* ^eshnation i ^ 

Uni, infectis au non, seront libres de passer le Canal dc buez en quaram 
qu’il semble bien qu’il ne s’ agit que des interets d “ * toug les navires ven ant de 

formula ainsi, nous semble presenter de, graves^;^" ues . unes de ses parties . Les 

Le Canal de Suez, en e e ,. beaucoup dc points et dans les endroits de 

communications sont clifficiles a empMi P pris' a Port-Said et a Ismailia 

garage. En outre, un certain non bie J competent 1’equipage. Au 

uour les navires sc rendant dans 1 fcxtre.ne-uiieut, uoui »< t r Q ., 

retour ces chauffeurs debarquent de nouveau, l‘si que le cholera a iti 

M^X^lXin'sanitate Constantinople qui avail etd envovd en Egypte pour 
dtudier .engine et la marche de cette epitome "^r'ooncdde aux navires d'une seule 

SiS Xr vue comuie auAutres, outre les 

MtreP^USaidrt laplupart S dt e c^ ^rts^lTdanger se trouvera sensiblement accru. 

En outre une fraude est toujours possible, raalgre les precautions indiquies par e 
p i Vn ISOO un navire Anglais, le “Eulford,” est venu debarquer a lauillac bieu 

jrr&t.t, 1 passage en quarantaiue, se ftt aato dt— 

« ^‘Ti, « u “® d ; c 

apporte le cholera en huiope et y provoque um tp u i pA irr . np pf pAmerinuc les 
un mortality considerable et r_t’ ^ b et la 

quarantaines excessives ct mcoherentes, les troumts cl ica G p 

nnvifAtion dont nous n’avons plus a souffrir en ce moment. _ 

navigation dont no s ,., peut 6tre accor dd on pnncipe, ne doit done 1 ctre que 

pour des P cas speciaux et pour des navires ne pouvant compromettre la sante de Jigypte, 

de la ’^a^Conffirence de lui exposer comment nous comprenons que le 

Pr0S r^teTde°^4'p^cUl S n e Cavite Suez est d’autaut plus importaute que, bisque 
le choUra afranebi ecs barrieres, l’Europe ei,fibre est menacee les d,verses uataons son 
successivement envahies, et, aprfes son importation en Europe, le cholera, comme ce a a 

eti prouve plusieurs fois, gagne 1 Amerique. , 01 ( i e « uez une 

11 est done d’un grand intirit public dexercer, it 1 entree du Canal cle buez une 
surveillance serieuse, de fa?on it empeclier la communication directe entre les ports de 
i’lnde et de l’Extreme-Orient, d’un c6ti, et I’Egypte et la Mediterranee de autre. 

Cette surveillance est d’autant plus nieessaire que nous ne pouvous adopter la doctrine 
Aivdo-Indienne, doctrine qui donne patente nette aux navires partant d un port de Inde, 
tent que CO port n’est pas le sibge dune grande epidemic et bion que le cholera sy montre 

* 1Mt jUootera?qui, a nous voulons diminuer et meme supprimer les quarantaines dans la 
M edit erratic ct en Europe, il est absolument indispensable d cxcrcer la surveillance la 
E attentive sur le dial de Suez. Trois mcdccins ct un cnef de service mddical 
possddant des connaissances epiddmiologiimes et bacteriologiques doivent U«- mstal es 5 
Suez. Un medecin de service, ii tour de role, de jour et dc nuit, fuait la visite medicate 
de tous les navires, quelle que soit la nature de leur patente. 
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Une inspection serait organisde pour verifier la f'acon dont se fait la visite medicale. 
Une police serait institute, le long du Canal, de facon it empecher les communications 
compromettantes. 

Un dtablissement de disinfection, un hopital, devraient itre criis aux Sources de 
Mo'ise, pour les passagers des navires ordinaires, Gebel Tor continuant h recevoir les 
pelerins, et les pelerins seuls. 

II s’agit maintenant de priciser le traitement pouvant §tre aecordd ii cliaque categorie 
de navires. 

Ces navires se divisent en trois classes :— 

Navires Indemnes. 

Navires Suspects. 

Navires Infectis. 

, Navires Indemnes .—Les navires reconnus indemnes, apres visite medicale, auront libre 
pratique immediate, sans aucun retard, quelle, que soit la nature de la patente. Us ne 
seront pas soumis h l’observation de vingt-quatre heures, qui est presente actuellement 
contre les navires avec patente brute. 

Navires Suspects, e’est-a-dire navires ayant eu des cas de cholera au moment du 
depart et meme pendant la traversee, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis huit jours. Ces 
navires seront traites d’une fagon differente, suivant qu’ils ont ou n’ont pas a bord un 
midecin et une ituve. 

(a.) Les navires ayant un medecin et une etuve remplissant les conditions voulues, 
seront admis a passer le Canal de Suez en quarantaine dans des conditions de precaution a 
determiner. Si, en effet, un cas de cholera se declarait dans le Canal ou plus loin, le cas 
serait facilement combattu puisque le navire possede l’outillage necessaire: le medecin et 
letuve. 

(b.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le mddecin ni l’dtuve, seront retenus aux 
Sources de Moise le temps necessaire pour opdrer la desinfectiou du linge sale, du linge de 
corps et autres objets susceptibles, et s’assurer de l’etat sanitaire du navire. 

Navires Infects, e’est-a-dire ayant du choldra & bord, ou ayant presente des cas 
nouveaux de choldra depuis huit jours. Us se divisent eux-m6mes en navires avec medecin 
et etuve et navires sans medecin ou sans etuve. 

(a.) Les navires sans medecin ou sans etuve seront arretes aux Sources de Mo’ise, les 
malades ddbarques et isoles dans un h6pital ou une infirmeric spdciale. La disinfection 
sera pratiquee d’une fagon rigoureuse. 

Les autres passagers, debarques et isolis par groupes aussi peu nombreux que possible, 
de facon cc que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire d’un gronpe particulier, si le cholera 
venait ix sy divelopper. Le linge sale, les objets a usage, les vetements de 1’equipage et 
des passagers seront desinfectes ainsi que le navire. 11 est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas 
du decliargement complet des marehandises qui ne transmettent pas le cholera, mais seule- 
ment de la partie du navire qui a ete infectee. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours a l’etablissement des Sources de Moise. Lorsque 
les cas de cholera remontcront it plusieurs jours, la duric de l’isolement pourra dtre 
diminuie. Cette duree variera avec l’epoque de l’apparition du dernier cas. 

(b.) Le passage en quarantaine pourra mime itre accorde avant l’expiration des cinq 
jours par I’autoritd Sanitaire apres la disinfection opiree, si le navire posside un midecin 
et une ituve presentant les conditions indiquees. 

En un mot, facilites aussi grandes que possible quand le navire est reconnu sain, 
mesurcs serieuses, mais non vexatoires, contre tout navire infecti ou suspect de l’etre. 

Or, il s’agit maintenant de priciser combicn de navires entrent en chacune de ces 
classes 

En 1886, il est passe par lc Canal de Suez 3,100 navires; en 1887, 3,137 ; en 1888, 
3.440; en 1889, 3,425 ; et en 1890, 3,389. 

Voyons maintenant combien il est passi de navires infectis et de navires suspects. 

De 1885 a 1891 il n’est passi que deux navires infectis. Ces deux navires sont 
passis en 1886, c’itaient “l’Euphrate ” et le “ Golfe du Mexique,” venant l’un de Bombay, 
1’autre de Calcutta. Us avaient eu du cholira six jours, tous deux, avant l’arrivee Suez. 
L’un avait eu six cas, 1’autre cinq cas. 

Quant au nombre des navires suspects ayant passi le Canal, il est le suivant:— 

En 1885, il a ite de 13; en 1886, de 6; en 1887, de 4; en 1888, de 8; en 1889, 
de 9; en 1890, d’un seul, pricisement le “ Fulfordet en 1891, de 7. 

Par consiquent, voilfi cinquante navires seulement qui, en sept ans, auraient iti 
arrites pendant le temps necessaire pour la disinfection aux Sources de Moise, et encore, 
sur ces cinquante navires, il en est trente qui ont passi le Canal en quarantaine, de sorte 
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Salisbury would be glad to be favoured with any observations the Board of Trade may 
have to offer on the French proposal therein referred to. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 


No. 23. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office , January 14, 1891. 

BEFORE I answer you definitively I am waiting for views of Companies. 

But the idea does not seem to me to be within the field of practical politics to consent 
that all the passengers on board a Bombay mail-steamer should turn out for a five days’ 
residence at Moses’ Wells if a case of diarrhoea should be found on board. 

To revert to the status quo and fight out each individual case seems to me to be 
preferable. 

By whom would the four doctors be appointed ? 

How is the presence of cholera to be decided ? By unanimity or by a majority ? 


No. 24. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 14.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice, January 14, 1892. 

I HAVE just received your telegram. 

Austrian Government should be pressed to admit ships to pratique in their ports 
passing through the Canal under the French terms, should they eventually prove 
acceptable. 


No. 25. 


Foreign Office to Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company * 

(Strictly Confidential.) 

Sir, Foreign Office, January 14, 1892. 

LORD SALISBURY desires me to inclose, for your very confidential information, 
the accompanying papers,! which will explain to you the nature of certain counter-proposals 
which have been put forward by the French Delegate at the Venice Conference with 
regard to the transit of the Suez Canal. 

Ilis Lordship would be glad to be favoured with the views of the Peninsular and 
Oriental Steam Navigation Company on the practical working of this proposal at the 
earliest convenient opportunity. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 


No. 26. 

foreign Office to Local Government Board. 

Sir, Foreign Office, January 14, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to transmit to you, to be 
laid before the Local Government Board, a copy of a despatch from the British Delegates 
to the Sanitary Conference now sitting at Venice. 

Lord Salisbury would be glad to be favoured with the views of the Local Government 
Board on the French proposals contained therein at the earliest convenient opportunity. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 


* Also to British India Steam Navigation Company. 


+ No. I'-’, and Inclosure in No. IC. 
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No. 27. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 15, 8 A.M.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Vmice < H 1892> U ' 2 ° P ' M ' 

hTtheTcas^of malhships^French Delegates agree that decision shall rest, with doctors 
as to how many shall disembark, aurfwh,ether-cess,tyforj.s» 

last paragraph of my tele a ran m delav three would be on duty night 

only. Suez and Tor would be superintended 

by the fourth. 


No. 28. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 15.) 

. .p Venice, January 15,1892. 

^^ERRING to my telegram of the 10th ”Cm”dkte 

as regards suspected ships. Days m.gh be .reduced from eugh to seven 

passage in quarantine for passcnger-ships Suez 

— days before 

arriVi As rewards infected ships, days might be reduced from eight Mtary 

ships^vin/d^I b but if n o a Tikn^to?. '’YS”wE depend on adjacency of 
cholera patients to said passengers’ quarters. f i;« pm hark men when there is a 

ara“ by day on,y 

for troop-ships, who must anchor, if necessary, m Lake Timsali. _ 


No. 29. 

Foreign Office to Board of Trade* 

Venice + embodying certain modifications in the Fiencii proposal*, 
from this Office of the 13th (14th) instant. 

Foreign Office, January 15, 1892. 


$ 


* Also to Local Government Board, Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Oompiuy. and Brif&U India 

Steam Navigation Company, 
t No. 28. 
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No. 30, 
Egyttus 

Comparative Statement of Existing 


Summary of Provisions of present “ Reglements 
(whether they are strictly applied or not depends 
upon the vote of the Quarantine Board). 


Principal Provisions of Anglo-Austrian Protocol 
of the 9th July, 1891. 


All ships which have had cases of cholera on 
hoard during the voyage, no matter how far hack, 
must do full quarantine for from seven to ten 
days. (This means being sent to Tor.) 

When cholera is prevalent in Bombay and 
Calcutta (i.<\, in excess of a fixed number per 
week), the vessel leaving those places gets a foul 
hill of health. This means either twenty-four I 
hours’ detention at Suez, or passage of Canal in 
quarantine. 

Various periods of quarantine are also provided 
for ships in a bad sanitary state, and for vessels 
from infected places who wish to touch at some 
place in Canal. These are regulated (1) according 
to class of vessel, and (2) according to duration of 
■voyage. 


British ships bound for British ports, infected 
or not, to be free to go through Canal in quaran¬ 
tine without any detention at all, subject to three 
following conditions 

1. Inspection and interrogatory at Suez, as is 
done with ships of war, to ascertain sanitary 
condition of vessel. 

2. Every vessel going through in quarantine to 
have two guards to prevent either persons or 
cargo being disembarked. 

3. Destination of vessels to be telegraphed to 
chief European ports. 

I British ships bound for foreign ports to be 
similarly treated, provided the foreign State con¬ 
cerned admits the principle of ships passing Canal 
in quarantine. 

Each Power to prescribe punishment for vessels 
deviating from their stated course, except in cases 
of force majeurc. 

A port to be considered infected where cholera 
exists, and lor ten days after last case. 

A port to be considered suspected ncai where 
cholera cxhK 

Arrivals from British ports not to be considered 
infected or suspected after a clean passage of ten 
days or more. If that period expire in Canal, she 
may have pratique at next point she touches after 
that period. 

Ships, other than British, either to conform to 
these provisions or do regulation quarantine. 



17 


2TJABANTINE. 

lQ d Proposed Regulations. 


French Proposals put forward at Venice, 


All ships divided into three categories, viz.:— 

1. Clean ships (“ indemnes ”). These to have, 
after medical visit, free pratique and no detention 
at all. 


Proposals (in outline from private letter from. 
Mr. Lowther to Mr. Langley) which he con¬ 
templated putting before French Delegates 
(letter dated the 10th January). 


1. Abolish all transit in quarantine, except in 
the case of troop-ships or postal-boats which have 
actual cholera on board, or have had a case within 
six days of arriving at Suez. 


2. Suspected ships. These comprise ships on 
which there has been cholera, at time of departure 
or during voyage, but no fresh ease for seven days 
before arrival at Suez; and are subdivided as 
follows:— 

(a.) If doctor and disinfector on board to pass in 
quarantine; 

(b.) If provided with neither, to be detained for 
disinfection of soiled clothing, &c., at Moses’ Wells, 
close to Suez. 

3. Infected ships, i.c., ships with cholera on 
board, or on which cases have appeared since 
seven days. These to be subdivided as follows:— 

(a.) If without doctor or disinfector, sick 
passengers to be disembarked at Moses’ Wells in 
a hospital to be built, and to undergo rigorous 
disinfection. Other passengers (not sick) to be 
formed into groups to see if they develop disease. 
No general discharge of cargo, but only of infected 
portion. Passengers to remain five days or less 
at Moses’ Wells, according to circumstances. 

(&.) If provided with a doctor and disinfector, 
vessel may go through in quarantine under live 
days after disinfection. (I gather from telegram 
of 14th that doctors would decide if this could be 
done on board or on shore in cases of mail-ships, 
who all carry medical men, &e.) 

Troop-ships to disembark men only in portions 
of ship actually affected, and to transit by day 
only. 


2. After voyage “ indemne ” of six days, whether 
ship has foul or clean bill of health, give free 
pratique at Suez. 

3. If a ship has had a case of cholera six days 
or more before arrival, then she must undergo 
disinfection at Suez (not at Tor) unless she has 
had a doctor on board, and has already been 
disinfected. Then pass Canal in free pratique. 

4. If a ship has a case of cholera on board on 
arrival, or has had one within six days, then, 
rigorous disinfection at Suez, land the passengers 
for a short period (five days at the outside), and 
disinfect all that part of the ship where the cholera 
was. Then pass in free pratique. 

5. Persons actually suffering to be landed in 
every case. 

C. No disembarkation of cargo ever to take 
place. 

7. Pilgrims will receive separate treatment at 


Four doctors to be appointed to attend to these 
matters at Suez, and proper accommodation to be 
built at Moses’ Wells. 


Foreign Office, January 15, 1892. 


(Signed) W. MAYCOCK. 


9*oi] 










18 


19 


No. 31. 

Sir H. Rumbold to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 16.) 

(No. 4. Commercial. Confidential.) 

My Lord, The Hague, January 14, 1892. 

THE Minister for Foreign Affairs told me yesterday, in speaking of the Sanitary 
Conference at Venice, that the French Minister had shown some anxiety to know whether 
I had been charged to speak to him (M. van Tienhoven) about the questions being debated 
there. He had told M. Legrand that I had had no communication to make to him on the 
subject. 

I may add that my French colleague addressed a similar inquiry to me a few days ago, 
when I replied that I had not been commissioned to deliver any message here about the 
Conference, the invitation to which had been, as I supposed he knew, conveyed to this 
Government by the Austro-Hungarian Government. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) HORACE RUMBOLD. 


No. 32. 

Board of Trade to Foreign Office.—(Received January 16.) 

Sir, Board of Trade , London, January 15, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the 13th instant, transmitting a copy of a telegram from the British Delegates to the 
Venice Sanitary Conference. 

The Board feel that the French proposals for the division of ships are not open to 
grave objection, and af'ed'ramed with an apparent intention to facilitate as far as possible 
the speedy passage of vessels through the Canal. 

It is possible that the British Delegates may be able, after consideration and 
discussion, to simplify in some degree the arrangement of the classes and subdivisions, 
which are somewhat complicated for administrative purposes. 

In the opinion of the Board, the success or failure of the French counter-proposals, 
if accepted, must depend upon their administration. The Board assume that the four 
medical officers at Suez, who"will, it is believed, he intrusted with this administration, 
will he subject to the control of the Egyptian Quarantine Board, and will carry on their 
operations under the existing Regulations, as modified by the French amendments. 

It would have been a satisfaction to the Board of Trade to have had the advantage 
of the observations of the Shipping Companies interested in these proposals, but, no 
doubt, the British Delegates require a reply within a space of time so short as to make 
this impracticable. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) HENRY G. CALCRAFT. 


No. 33. 

Board of Trade to Foreign Office.—(Received January 16.) 

Sir, Board of Trade, London, January 16, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the 15th instant, in which you transmit a telegram from Venice, dated the 15th instant, 
embodying certain modifications in the French proposals which were the subject of your 
letter of the 13th instant. 

In reply, I am to request that you will state to the Marquis of Salisbury that, so far 
as regards the interests of the trade, these modifications do not in any way alter the views 
expressed in my letter of yesterday. 

The Board of Trade are not of course concerned with the question of the troop¬ 
ships. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) HENRY G. CALCRAPT. 


No. 34. 

Foreign Office to Admiralty. 

THE Under-Secretary of State presents his compliments to the Secretary to the 
Admiralty, and is desired by the Marquis of Salisbury to transmit herewith the following 
papers, which relate to matters now under discussion at the Sanitary Conference sitting 
at Venice in connection with the transit of various categories of ships through the Suez 
Canal 

1. A summary of the existing Regulations in force in Egypt with regard to the 
passage of the Suez Canal. The strict application or otherwise of these Regulations 
depends upon the vote of the Egyptian Quarantine Board, who administer them. 

2. Protocol signed between Her Majesty’s Government and that of Austria in July 
last, and which the British Delegates to the Conference have been instructed to 
support. 

3. Telegram from British Delegates of the 10th January, giving substance of a 
counter-proposal put forward by the Representative of France (Section 1, No. 1). 

4. Despatch from British Delegates, dated the 8th January, inclosing details of the 
French proposals of which the above telegram is a summary (Section 1, No. 5). 

5. Telegram from British Delegates of the 15th January, embodying certain 
modifications in French proposals. 

Lord Salisbury would be glad to be favoured with the views of the Lords of 
the Admiralty on the French scheme, so far as it affects troop-ships, at their Lordships’ 
earliest convenience. 

Foreign Office, January 16, 1892. 


No. 35. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received 

January 18.) 

(No. 4. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Venice, January 14, 1892. 

WE have the honour to report that we have, after many unofficial conversations 
with our French colleagues, arrived at a modification of the proposals they originally 
made tc the Conference. 

We have the honour to inclose a translation of the text agreed to between us. 

We consider that these proposals rest on a sound basis in that all precautions are 
directed against actual disease, as is the case in the Local Government Board Regulations 
of 1890 against cholera. The vexatious quarantines which have hitherto pressed so 
heavily on navigation were founded on a “constructive ” contamination according to the 
health of the port of departure, and not on the health of those on board the vessels. 

As compared with the terms mentioned in our telegram of the 10th instant, we have 
obtained lighter treatment for passenger-steamers which have had no case of cholera on 
board for seven days before arrival at Suez and have thoroughly cleansed and disinfected 
the ship before or during the voyage; they will now be admitted at once to transit in 
quarantine ; and, if the last case occurred fourteen days before arrival, these ships will 
be admitted after disinfection to pratique in Egypt. It is true that the term of fourteen 
days is too long to meet the case of vessels from Bombay ; but cases of cholera are much 
rarer on such vessels than on those from Calcutta and the Far East; the latter would 
therefore profit by this arrangement. 

It will also be observed that passengers for Egypt in such suspected ships as are not 
entitled to pratique will be free to proceed to their destination after twenty-four hours’ 
observation at Moses’ Wells and disinfection of their linen, &c. 

As the main point of our French colleagues was that no actual case of cholera and 
no cholera-fouled linen shall enter the Canal, we were unable to make any terms under 
which even first-class passenger-ships and troop-ships with cholera on board, or having 
had cases within seven days, should transit at once in quarantine; the utmost conces¬ 
sion that we could obtain was, in the case of passenger-ships, that the measures taken 
shall be strictly limited to the persons and to the parts of the ship actually affected ; and 
that, if the circumstances of the ship permit, the landing of persons other than the sick 
may be waived. 

Troop-ships, from the point of view of the transmission of cholera, do, no doubt, 
constitute a dangerous class, owing to the numbers of men on board whose health i& 
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■debilitated, and who are therefore peculiarly open to any disease that may break out on, 
board. 

We were not able to arrange that troop-ships with cholera on board, or having had a 
case within seven days of arrival at Suez, should transit in quarantine unless the actually 
sick are left at Moses’ Wells, and unless the men in the compartments of the ship affected 
be disembarked during the disinfection of those compartments. 

It is clearly understood that disinfection of a ship extends only to such parts as may 
have been actually soiled by the cholera patients, and consists in cleaning and probably 
washing with some disinfecting fluid. 

The disinfection of linen, &c., is to be effected by superheated steam. 

It is proposed that ships passing through the Canal in quarantine shall pass without 
stopping in any of the “ gares ” along the Canal, and that troop-ships shall transit by day 
only, anchoring, if necessary, in Lake Timsah. 

Three guards are to be employed on ships passing in quarantine. 

We have the honour to inclose herewith a Table prepared by Mr. Mieville, from a 
perusal of which it will appear that during the last seven years forty-four ships, of which 
thirty-six were British, have, on arrival at Suez, been classed as “ infeet^s.” 

If the French proposals, as now modified in consultation, had been in force during 
that period, only two cases, viz., the “Euphrates” in 1886 and the “Gulf of Mexico” 
in the same year, would have been classed as “infectds.” The remaining forty-two 
would been classed as “suspects.” Of these forty-two classed as “suspects,” thirty-nine, 
if they had been mail or passenger ships, would have come under the category of ships 
in which the case of cholera had occurred more than fourteen days before arrival, and if 
the sanitary condition of the ship had appeared to be satisfactory, they would have 
received free pratique at Suez. 

As a matter of fact, of these forty-two ships, thirteen ships performed quarantine at 
Tor for periods varying from seven to three days. 

We are not able to give your Lordship a complete list of vessels which were subjected, 
by reason of their having come from a foul port, to twenty-four hours of observation 
at Suez during the whole period of the seven years from 18S5 to 1891 inclusive; but 
taking the period from 1887 to 1891 inclusive, viz., five years, it appears that 516 ships 
were so detained. These ships would, if the French proposals, as now modified, had been 
in force during that period, have passed in free pratique without any detention 
whatever. In addition to this, eighty-one ships which, during the said period of five 
years, passed the Canal in quarantine for one cause or another, would have received free 
pratique at Suez. 

Having reached this stage in the negotiations, we now have to ask your Lordship for 
instructions as to our further course of procedure. 

W p hfivp 

(Signed) ' JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACKIE. 


Inclosure 1 in No. 35. 

1. Healthy Ships. 

SHIPS found to be healthy after medical inspection will obtain immediate 
pratique, whatever be the nature of their bill of health. They will not be subject to 
the twenty-four hours’ observation now in force against ships with foul bills of health. 

2. Suspected Ships. 

That is to say, ships having had efises of cholera on board on departure or during the 
voyage, but having had no fresh case within seven days of arrival at Suez. These ships 
will be treated differently, according as they do or do not carry a doctor and a disinfecting 
apparatus (“ etuve ”). 

(a.) Ships carrying a doctor and a disinfecting apparatus of proper construction 
shall be allowed to pass the Suez Canal in quarantine under the Regulations hereinafter 
laid down. 

(b.) Other suspected ships carrying neither doctor nor disinfecting apparatus will, 
before being allowed to transit in quarantine, be detained at Moses’ Wells during the 
time required for disinfecting their dirty linen, body clothing, and other susceptible 
things, and for ascertaining the sanitary condition of the ship. 
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The Regulations shall lay down under what circumstances the dirty linen and 
susceptible things need not all be disinfected. 

Should cholera occur only amongst the crew, disinfection will extend to the 
dirty linen of the crew only, but it shall extend to all the dirty linen of the crew and the 
spaces occupied by the crew. 

In the case of a mail-steamer, or of a packet specially engaged in the passenger 
traffic, having no disinfecting apparatus, but carrying a doctor, if the local sanitary 
authority is assured by the evidence of official papers that the requisite measures 
of sanitation and disinfection have been properly carried out, either at the port 
of departure or during the voyage, transit in quarantine shall be immediately granted. 

In the case of the same class of ships, if the last case of cholera happened fourteen 
days or more before arrival at Suez, and if the sanitary state of the ship is satisfactory, 
free pratique may be granted as soon as the disinfection is finished. 

In the case of ships having had a passage of less than fourteen days, passengers for 
Egypt will disembark at Moses’ Wells and be isolated for twenty-four hours, and their 
dirty linen and used clothing be disinfected. They will then receive full pratique. 

3. Infected Ships. 

That is to say, ships having a case of cholera on board, or having had a fresh case 
of cholera within seven days of arrival at Suez, are divided into ships with a doctor and 
disinfecting apparatus (“etuve”), and ships without a doctor and disinfecting apparatus. 

(a.) Ships without a doctor and disinfecting apparatus will be sent to Moses’ Wells, 
the sick will be disembarked and isolated in the hospital, and thorough disinfection will 
be applied. 

The remainder of the passengers will be disembarked and isolated in as small groups 
as possible in order that the whole number of passengers may not be contaminated 
b y a case of cholera occurring in any one particular group. The dirty linen, the things 
in use, the clothes of the crew and of the passengers, will be disinfected. The ship will 
also be disinfected. 

It is understood that no disembarkation of cargo is to take place, and that only the 
infected part of the ship is to be disinfected. 

The passengers will remain five days at the establishment of Moses’ Wells. 

When the cases of cholera have occurred several days before arrival, the period of 
isolation may be shortened. The length of such period of isolation will vary according 
to the date of the appearance of the last case of cholera. 

(6.) Transit in quarantine may even be granted by the sanitary authority before the 
expiration of the said five days if disinfection has been applied, and if the ship carries a 
doctor and a disinfecting apparatus of a proper kind. 

In the case of mail ships and packets specially engaged in passenger traffic, which 
have a doctor on board but no disinfecting apparatus, where the cholera has only shown 
itself in a particular part of the ship, it shall be for the sanitary authority to determine 
the necessity, if any, for disembarkation, and the number of persons to be disembarked, 
according to the position which they occupied on board in relation to the place where 
the cholera showed itself. The sanitary authority will also determine what parts of the 
ship will require to be disinfected. 

Exceptional treatment will be accorded to large transport ships, subject to military 
discipline and carrying a doctor and disinfecting apparatus. In this case the sanitary 
authority need only compel the disembarkation of persons living in that compartment of 
the ship in which the case of cholera broke out. While the men are disembarked, this 
compartment and the section of the ship’s hospital to which the sick individual or 
individuals may have been taken, together with things used by any persons in contact 
with the sick, shall be completely disinfected. 

The ship’s sanitary authority shall, under oath, declare what compartments are 
infected or suspected. 

The dirty linen of the rest of the troops shall be disinfected on board. 

Furthermore, a disinfecting apparatus may be brought alongside on a lighter in order 
the more quickly to carry out the disinfection. 
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Inclosure 2 in No. 35, 


Tableau des Navires arrives a Suez de l’Extreme-Orient ayant eu a bord soit au port de provenance, soit pendant la traveraee, des cas 

certains ou suspects de Cholera. 


Nom du Navire. 


Pavilion. 


Bengal.. 


Anglais 


Noitli Britian 
Dm ham 
Tonquin 
Govino.. 

Sussex .. 
Hispama 
Brankekvr 
Inchgarvie 
Sarthe .. 

Mira .. 

La Vienne 
Pallion.. 
Lemuria 
Acuba .. 
Remembrance 
Chateau Yquem 
Natal .. 

La Nive 

Dencalion 

Comorin 

Laertes 

Energia 

Nestor .. 


Franqais 

Anglais 

99 


* 11 
. Fran^ais 
. Anglais 
. Fran^ais 
. Anglais 

• 19 

• 11 
• 11 

. Fran;ais 

• 99 

• 91 

. Anglais 
. Frantjais 
. Anglais 

• 99 

• 91 


Port Philip 


Ganges.. 

Tonquin 

Haverton 

Euphrates 

Gulf of Mexico , 


99 

Fran$ais 

Anglais 

»» 

»» 



Provenance. 

Date de l’arrivee 
a Suez. 

Nombre de 
Cas. 

Nombre de Jours 
ecoulea entre 
la date du dernier 
cas de Cholera 
et celle de 
i’arrivSe du Navire 
a Suez. 

Mesures appliqules. 


Soerabaja .. 


2G Octobre, 1881 


9 

39 

Tran site Canal ea quarantaine, 


Samarang .. 


15 Novembre, „ 


2 

(?) 

Idem 


Batata 


22 Feviier, 1882 


9 

10 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 


Saigon 


7 Octobre, „ 


1 

22 

Idem. 


Bombay 


18 Juillet, 1883 


1 

(?) 

Idem. 


„ 


25 „ 


1 

(?) 

Idem. 


91 


26 „ 


3 

8 

Idem. 


Calcutta .. 


10 Octobre, „ 


1 

5 

Idem. 


Bassein 


15 Avril, 1884 


2 

11 

Idem. 


Saigon 


l* r Mai, „ 


2 

(?) 

24 observation quarantenaire aux Sources. 


Calcutta .. 


6 ,, 


l 

16 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 


Saigon 


2 Juillet, „ 


3 

(?) 

24 observation quarantenaire aux Sources. 


Moulmein .. 


27 Mai, 1885 


1 

22 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 


Tuticorin .. 


9 Juin, „ 


2 

18 

Desinfecte. 


Kurrachee.. 


18 Juillet, „ 


1 

17 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 


,, . « 


29 . „ 


3 

34 

Idem. 


Tonquin .. 


27 Oetoore, „ 


38 

38 

Idem. 


Shanghae .. 


27 


1 

61 

Idem. 


Tonquin 


l er Novembie, ,, 


2 

20 

Escompte dix jours J Tor. 


Shanghae .. 


5 ,, ,, 


1 

43 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 


Haiphong .. 


27 


Plusieurs 

44 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 


Shanghae .. 


5 DScembre, ., 


1 

41 

Idem. 


Yokohama.. 


8 


2 

44 

Idem. 


Shanghae .. 


12 


1 

46 

Idem. 


Yokohama.. 


12 


2 

53 

Idem. 


Calcutta .. 


19 Juin, 1886 


1 

12 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 


Along ., 


10 Octobre, „ 


14 

51 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 


Nagasaki .. 


25 „ ,, 


1 

27 

Idem. 


Bombay .. 


28 „ „ 

* . 

6 

6 

Idem. i 


Calcutta .. 


2 Decembre, „ 

• * 

5 

6 

EBcomptt: sept jours a Tor. 


u> 

to 


Nom de Navire. 


Pavilion. 

... 

Provenance. 


Date de l’arrivee 
a Suez. 


Nombre de 
Cas. 

Nombre de Jours 
ecoules entre 
la date du dernier 
cas de Cholera 
et celle de 
l’arrivee du Navire 
a Suez. 

Mesures appliqu&s. 

Mount Lebanon 



Anglais 


Calcutta .. 

5 

Decembre, 1886 


3 

22 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Governor 




,» .. 

25 

Octobre, 1887 


2 

12 

Transit^ Canal en quarantaine. 

Vesta .. 






9 

Novembre, „ 


1 

26 

Idem. 

Rohilla.. 






20 

99 99 


1 

29 

Idem. 

Strathleven 





Yokohama.. .. 

22 

91 19 


1 

38 

Idem. 

Telemachus 





Shanghae .. .. 

9 

Decembre, „ 


2 

37 

Idem. 

Rohilla.. 





Calcutta .. 

28 

Fevrier, 1888 


1 

18 

Idem. 

Astronomer 



Fra^ais 

.. 

Haiphong .. .. 

20 

Mars, „ 


1 

25 

Idem. 

Canton., 




19 

Mai, „ 


4 

14 

Transite Canal en quarantaine apris avoir escompte 
trois jours a Tor. 

East Anglia 



Anglais 


Cassassein .. 

26 

Mars, 1889 


2 

19 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Benlering 




Bassein 

24 

Avril, „ 


2 

24 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 

Calfklonien 



Fran9ais 


Haiphong .. .. 

18 

Juin, „ 


2 

18 

Idem. 

Glendower 



Anglais 


Hoilo 

11 

Aout, „ 


3 

47 

Idem. 

Alberta 






15 



6 

42 

Idem. 

Elsie .. 





Samarang .. 

30 

99 M 


1 

47 

Idem. 

Linda .. 





Bombay .. .. 

17 

Septembre, „ 


2 

18 

Idem. 

Baghdadi 





Bassorah . . 

12 

Octobre, „ 


2 

27 

Idem. 

Drysdale 





Tegal (Java) .. 

16 

99 99 


1 

53 

Idem. 

Fulford 





Chittagong .. 

18 

Mars, 1890 


3 

39 

Idem. 

Colombo 



Fractals 


Haiphong ,. 

22 

Ffcvrier, 1891 


1 

22 

Idem. 

Axana .. 



Anglais 


Calcutta 

17 

Mars, „ 


11 

24 

Idem. 

Treveylor 




• • « • 

Moulmein .. .. 

4 

Mai, „ 


1 

20 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Duke of Devonshire 




Calcutta 

3 

Septembre, „ 


3 

25 

Idem. 

Stratblyon 



,, 


Probolingo 

10 

91 99 


2 

46 

Transits Canal en quarantaine. 

Gulf of Genoa 





Calcutta ,. 

21 

Octobre, „ 


1 

15 

Idem. 

Bellerophon 

•• 

___ 

99 


Shanghae .. 

30 

Novembre, „ 


1 

40 

Idem. 


Alexandrie, le 15 De'cembre, 1891. 


Le President du Conseil Sanitaire, 

Maritime, et Quarantenaire d’Egypte, 

(Signd) W. E. MlEYILLE. 


























24 

No. 36. 


British India Steam Navigation Company to Foreign Office.—(Received January 18.) 
(Strictly Confidential.) 

Sir, 203, West George Street, Glasgow, January 16, 1892. 

I HA VE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated the 14th 
instant, which has been sent to me here from the London office of the Company, 
containing papers relating to counter-proposals put forward by the French Delegate at 
the Venice Conference with regard to the transit of the Suez Canal. 

The contents of these papers will receive the earliest consideration of the Directors, 
and their views will be communicated to you as soon as possible. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) P. W. ARMOUR, pro Sec. 


No. 37. 

Sir T. Sutherland to Foreign Office.—(Received January 18.) 

(Telegraphic.) Monte Carlo, January 18, 1892. 

RECEIVED letter Venice Conference. Writing reply. French proposal favour¬ 
able—main point. 


No. 38. 

Local Government Board to Foreign Office.—(Received January 19.) 

Local Government Board, Whitehall, January 18, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Local Government Board to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letters of the 14th and 15th instant, and their inclosure, relating to the proposals which 
have been submitted by the French Delegates to the Sanitary Conference now sitting at 
Venice. In forwarding to you, for the information of the Marquis of Salisbury, the 
accompanying copy of Minutes on the subject of Dr. Buchanan, the Board’s Medical 
Officer, and Dr. Thorne Thorne, their Assistant Medical Officer, I am to state that the 
Board concur in the observations contained in those Minutes. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) C. N. DALTON, Assistant Secretary. 


Inclosure in No. 3S. 

Minutes. 

WHILST the French proposal submitted by Dr. Proust embodies greater conces¬ 
sions than the French have heretofore been willing to assent to, yet they contain several 
objectionable features of importance. 

1. Vessels will be held to be “indemnes,” “suspects,” or “infectes,” according as 
a “ M6decin de Service ” shall decide after a visit to the vessels, and this irrespective of 
their “ patente.” This is a great responsibility for such a nation as England to hand 
over to an unknown man, whose decision can hardly fail to be governed according to the 
country of his nationality, and the place where he received his medical education and 
training.* 

2. The detention in quarantine for “ navires infectes,” nominally for five days, is that 
against which England has hitherto always protested. The five days will be repeated 
every time the person in authority chooses to hold that a fresh case or suspected case 
has occurred. The circumstances of detention on the shore of the Red Sea are, both as 
regards climate and inadequacy of accommodation, precisely such as are calculated to 
lead to a spread of cholera, and the arrangements suggested for isolating passengers, &c., 
in groups are hardly likely to be carried out—and could not be carried out and properly 

• The figures quoted by Dr. Proust (p. 7) may come to be materially altered by reason of the decision of 
such an officer; dysentery and diarrhoea not being uncommon on board vessels bringing home passengers from 

India- 


maintained except at great cost—in any such manner as to do away with the dangers 
attendant on such detention. Hitherto those in authority in the lazarets about the 
Red Sea have been content with arrangements that have given a cruel and inhuman 
character to the detentions proposed. 

3. No attempt is now made to show that the passage of the Canal by an English 
vessel, whether infected or suspect, has caused any danger to Europe, unless, indeed, the 
case of the “ Timour ” is claimed in that connection. The evidence in favour of the 
French view as to the “ Timour ” being casually related to the Egyptian epidemic was 
always of the flimsiest; whereas there are strong grounds for believing that the epidemic 
was due to uncontrolled pilgrim traffic and movements. 

4. There is thus no medical evidence to support the views of the French Delegation 
in so far as home-bound vessels belonging to this country are concerned ; and the 
principal argument raised by the French Delegation as to this seems to be that since 
other Powers will claim the same privilege, and since a number of Mediterranean Powers 
are not fitted—by reason of their sanitary administration or otherwise—to claim it, 
therefore England ought to forego her claims in regard of the passage of the Canal in 
quarantine. 

I do not see that any medical considerations are here involved; the point seems one 
to be decided by reasons of policy. 

R. T. T. 

January 15, 1892. 


I concur.- 


January 15, 1892. 


Minutes referred to. 

As regards the copy telegram of the 15th January, 1892, specifying amendments in 
the French proposals, I would observe :— 

1. That the reduction “from eight to seven” days is practically no concession 
at all. 

2. And this the more because vessels having had cholera on board within fourteen 
days before arrival at Suez are alone to have pratique when disinfected; whereas in 
Dr. Proust's former proposal “ eight days ” were contemplated with regard to vessels 
that had had cholera on board “nubne pendant la traversee ” (see page headed 6, 
§ “Navires Suspects”). 

3. The question of detention for disinfecting and quarantine purposes remains to be 
entirely decided by some local official and this notwithstanding the views and conten¬ 
tions of British medical officers on board troop and other ships. 

4. I do not understand partial disinfection of infected vessels. 

R. T. T. 

January 16, 1892. 

So far as the telegram is intelligible, it certainly points to rather an increase than a 
“concession” in the stringency of the legulations to be applied to suspected and to 
infected ships. 

G. B. 

January 16, 1892. 


No. 39. 


Peninsular and Oriental Stemn Navigation Company to Foreign Office.—(Received 

January 20.) 

Dear Sir, 122, Leadenhall Street, London, January 20, 1S92. 

I INCLOSE an official reply to your letter,* which 1 am taking up in the hope of 
seeing you personally. In case I should fail to do so, I thought it right to let you know 
that, in his piivate note to me. Sir Thomas says that if anything were to transpire that 
would lead Lord Salisbury to think that he could be of any service in Venice, lie would 













have great pleasure in going down there. He is staying at the H&tel Metropole, Monte 
Carlo. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) F. D. BARNES. 


No. 40. 

Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company to Foreign Office.—(Received 

January 20.) 

Sir, 122, Leadenhall Street, London, January 20, 1892. 

T HAVE the honour to inclose a Memorandum by my colleague, Sir Thomas Suther¬ 
land, on the papers in your letter of the 14th instant. 

Sir Thomas Sutherland is now at Monte Carlo, and your letter was forwarded to him 
there, hence the delay in replying to it. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) F. D. BARNES. 


Inclosure in No. 40. 

Memorandum by Sir Thomas Sutherland in reference to Papers sent from Foreign Office 
regarding the proceedings of Sanitary Conference. 

THE proposals of the French Delegate are in the main and principal point what we 
have been contending for during many years, viz., that ships found to be free and to have 
been free from disease during their voyage should be admitted at once to pratique. 
Failing to obtain this, we have been willing to pass our ships through the Canal in quaran¬ 
tine as a solution to which Egypt could have no possible ground of objection. 

2. On this very important matter the proposals of the French Delegate are there¬ 
fore an improvement on the measures suggested in the Anglo-Austrian Convention, which 
left all the quarantine obstructiveness in its existing strength, except as regards vessels 
bound direct to Great Britain. 

3. Assuming the adoption of the Fiench proposals, the measures proposed in respect 
to the disinfection of infected ships do not appear excessive or unreasonable, though in the 
case of a steamer carrying mails a detention of some days at Moses’ Wells, if contem¬ 
plated, would be a very unfortunate occurrence. But the system proposed will necessitate 
the establishment of a quarantine station at Moses’ Wells of a superior, and therefore 
an expensive, character. I believe it is a most unfit place at present for the reception of a 
large number of European passengers. The medical and preventive establishment at Suez 
and the Canal will also be together a costly affair. Egypt will not pay for these 
precautions, adopted for the convenience of European Powers, and ship-owners will 
naturally object to be heavily taxed. This question of expense will, no doubt, have the 
consideration of the Conference. 

4. The adoption of the French proposals, or something akin to them, will have at 
once the effect of setting up a quarantine authority in Egypt, not for the requirements of 
that country, but for the satisfaction of the Continental Powers. I have always contended 
against this principle, and consider that a mistake was made in the Anglo-Austrian 
arrangement in this respect. But if the Sanitary Conference will define the limits within 
which the Egyptian international authority is to act, according to the lines laid down by 
the French Delegate, and more especially as to giving pratique immediately to healthy ships 
(i.e., ships free from cholera), I confess I see no sound practical objection to the system 
proposed. Care should, however, be taken that the Sanitary Council should have no 
powers to adopt more restrictive measures than those prescribed by the Conference. 

5. It is a small but important matter to note that provision should be made for the 
inspection of mail-steamers whenever they arrive, whether by day or night, because these 
vessels should proceed through the Canal at once. 

January 20, 1892. 


No. 41. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

/m*Wr fl nhie ^ P Foreign Office , January 20, 1892. 

^ & the French proposal understood by you to mean that the final duty of deci mg 

what category a ship comes under, and whether the new rule affecting that category, 
is to be applied or otherwise, is to be transferred from the Board itself, l»y whom such 
ouestions P are now settled, to the Medical Staff proposed to be established at Suez, or 
would the latter only report to the Board, leaving, as heretofore, the ultimated ecision to 

rest with that body ? 

No. 42. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 20.) 

, . v p Venice, January 20, 1892. 

YOUR Lordshio’s telegram to-day : Suez doctor’s relations to Board. 

Doctor at Suez determines category of ship under P^cei; e « ^ °ws 

ST °Drclsb!u^i^take^by^BoL^^s 1 1o^whether belied or 

moS only upon cases specially 7 stated by Delegate of Power concerned m ship 
Doctor would determine category of ship under P ro P^ Bcgalafaons.» 
treatment would then, as a matter of course, follow. Right of appeal to the tfoara, 
through the Delegate of his nationality, would be vested in the captain. 


No 43. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury .—(Received January 20.) 

. p Venice, January 20, 1892. 

YOTTR Loidshm’s telegram of to-day. See our telegrams of 13th. 

W? cJnotcZ ^ the Protocol pure' and simple. The opportunity to strangle our 

their part. 


No. 44. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 20.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. , „ Venice, January 20, m2. 

® nUnk B tS sS in the Sw French proposals is a good one; apparently 
serions [“i^ the money difficulty. 1 may, perhaps, be able to suggest son.et.nng tf 
you could telegraph to me the approximate extra sum required. 
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No. 45. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 20, 1892. 

THOUGH the Companies have been strongly pressed, I have not yet obtained their 
opinion. From the Local Government Board we have heard—they are very adverse. 

Your attention should be given to the following point: By past statistics you 
forecast the number of future stoppages; they are, however, no guide. A reformation of 
the Egyptian Board, by which our influence will be withdrawn, is understood to be 
in contemplation. The determination as to whether the infected code is to be administered 
rigorously or considerately will therefore be in the power of foreign doctors appointed by 
our rivals. It will be easy for a foreign doctor to destroy our traffic by a rigorous 
interpretation, such as treating every case of laxity of bowels as though it were cholera. 
The temptation, I am afraid, will be to much for them. The French at Algiers have, as 
you know, in order to take the pilgrim traffic away from us, made very unfair use of a 
provision nominally only sanitary. 


No. 46. 

Admiralty to Foreign Office.—(Received January 21.) 

Sir, Admiralty, January 21, 1892. 

IN reply to your semi-official letter of the 16th instant, and its inclosures, respecting 
matter now under discussion at the Sanitary Conference sitting at Venice, in connection 
with the passage of various ships through the Suez Canal, I am commanded by the Lords 
Commissioners of the Admiralty to acquaint you, for the information of the Marquis of 
Salisbury, that, in their opinion, Her Majesty’s Government should press for troop-ships 
w ith full precautions being allowed to pass freely through the Canal unless the dis¬ 
embarkation at Moses’ Wells is necessary in their own interests. 

1 am, &c. 

(Signed) EVAN MACGREGOR. 


No. 47. 

Minute by Sir flitters Lister of Conversation with Managing Director of Peninsular and 
Oriental Steam Navigation Company. 

Lord Salisbury, 

I SAW Mr. Barnes (Peninsular and Oriental) to-dav, who had had a fresh message 
from Sir T. Sutherland. 

1. He objects to the proposed treatment of healthy passengers on board “ infected ” 
ships, who are to be turned out at Moses’ Wells according to the degree to which the 
doctor thinks they may have been exposed to infection. 

I think we should insist that no healthy passenger should be forced to land. 

It may be possible to distinguish between persons who have cholera and those who 
have not, but to set up a doctrine that the contagion of cholera must travel so many feet 
from the patient, and no further, is ridiculous. 

2. Fourteen days without cholera in order to get pratique. 

1 his Mr. Barnes says is probably proposed to favour French ships from Colombo, and 
to injure British ships from Bombay, which is only eight davs from Suez. 

3. Ships in quarantine to go through the Canal “ without stopping.” 

T his, he thinks, means that all other ships are to be shunted to let them pass. 

I said I did not believe that could be the interpretation, as in that case the only way 
to get quickly through would be to have cholera on board. 


January 21, 1892. 


T. V. L. 
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No. 48. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 21, 1892. 

YOUR telegram of the 20th. 

This would be the best way to proceed. . . ,. P 

You may accept, for purposes of discussion, the French proposals m lieu of the 
Protocol, stating at the same time that grave difficulties surround the treatment proposed 
therein with regard to infected ships, and that reserves may also have to be made with 
respect to the general principles which the French Delegate has laid down. 

As an amendment to the French scheme I should then propose that passage in 
quarantine should be allowed to infected ships, provided their employment consisted mainly 
in carrying passengers or troops, and that they were bound for Great Britain only, that 
communication with the Egyptian shore, or with the shore of any other country except 
the United Kingdom, should be prevented by adequate precautions being taken, and tha 
with a view’ to elaborating the necessary precautions a Committee should be appointed. 

The decision should be taken ad referendum if it be in any degree adverse. 


No. 49. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.— {Received January 22.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice > Jamar y 22 ’ 1892 * 

YOURS of 21st. 

Conference will meet. , , 

Are there any ships which actually run from Port Said to England which are mainly 
employed in carrying passengers? Or is the future possibility only contemplated by the 
amendment ? 


No. 50. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference. 

Gentlemen Foreign Office , January 22, 1892. 

YOUR letter No. 4, Commercial, received here on the 18th instant, and containing 
text of a Provisional Agreement which you have arrived at with the French Delegates, has 
been carefully considered by Her Majesty’s Government. It was originally intended that 
the Anglo-Austrian Protocol of July 1891 should, in the first instance form the basis of 
the discussions of the Conference. You have, however, informed me that it is not likely 
to receive any effective support, and I have no doubt that you are right in recommending 
the substitution of the modified French proposals for this purpose. 

Before examining these proposals in detail, it may be advantageous to recall the 
Dosition which this question occupies in an international point of view. Great Britain has 
never admitted the right of any Power to hinder British ships from passing through the 
Suez Canal, on payment of the necessary tolls, so long as proper precautions were 
taken to prevent that passage from being injurious to the country through which the Canal 
is pierced. Egypt has the right, inherent in every State, of taking the measures which 
seem to her necessary within her jurisdiction to prevent the importation of disease. Ihe 
Egyptian Sanitary Board, acting under the authority of the Khedive, exists for the purpose, 
among other things, of carrying these precautions into effect, and derives from him the 
powers necessary to that end. Whether it would be competent for the Khedive to 
surround the passage through the Canal, on sanitary grounds, with conditions so onerous 
as practically to arrest the traffic, is a question which it might be difficult to answer; but 
it exists at present only in a theoretic form, as the administration of the Sanitary Regu¬ 
lations by the Egyptian Board of Health has, on the whole, been lenient and judicious. 
Nothin" has, however, yet been done in any way inconsistent with the position that the 
Sanitary Board exercises its powers by virtue of the authority of the lord of the soil, and 
does so with the object of protecting Egypt, and Egypt alone, from the importation of 

disease. T 
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A very different view is held by other European Powers, especially by France ; and 
Au.-tria, in summoning this Conference, probably desired to let it appear that she was in 
this matter disposed to accept the same international view. According to this doctrine, 
the Suez Canal is not a passage from sea to sea through Egyptian soil; it is the outer 
gate of a European sea, at w T hich the nations of Europe have a right, in the interest of 
all European countries, to arrest the approach of Asiatic disease. They claim the prero¬ 
gative of setting up at the Canal a Sanitary Board, armed with international authority, and 
administering Regulations drawn up by international agreement, and having for their object 
not merely the protection of Egypt, but of all the States that lie to the west of it. 

There is a wide divergence of principle between the two views. In practice, 
however, the difference between them loses much of its significance. Egypt must guard 
her shores from disease, not only that she may avoid its ravages among her own 
population, but also in order that she may escape being treated as infectious by other 
nations, and this motive will always tend to compel her to bring her ideas in this matter 
to the level of theirs. This consideration evidently affects the policy which this country 
should pursue. It might seem at first that the interest of England was to adhere stiffly to the 
more limited view of the rights and objects of a Sanitary Board, and to resist its conversion 
into an international institution. Such, I think, is the view which has been more than 
once expressed by Sir T. Sutherland on behalf of the Peninsular and Oriental Company, 
and I fully admit that at first sight there are many considerations to recommend it. 
English scientific men, and English public opinion acting under their guidance, differ so 
profoundly from the science of the Continent upon the question of quarantine, that it 
seems as though it never could be the interest of England to allow’ questions of quarantine 
to be decided by an International Board, which would consist chiefly of Continental 
Powers, instead of a mainly local authority, such as that of the present Egyptian Board, of 
whose equity and consideration we have had sufficient experience. But the favourable 
action of the Egyptian Board is due to the fact that it has an Egyptian majority among its 
members ; and the fact that they lean rather to the English than the Continental philosophy 
in these matters is probably not a little due to the influence which existing circumstances 
enables Great Britain to exercise in Egypt. If it were possible to build upon the 
assumption that the Egyptian Board for an unlimited number of years would continue to 
administer its powers in the spirit which now distinguishes it, it might be consistent with 
prudence for England to trust to its discretion without any further safeguard. But in 
view of the strong motives which I have indicated, and which lead Esrypt to agree with her 
nearest commercial neighbours, we cannot be certain that this will always be the case. 
If it be possible now to establish regulations which, w'hile cliering due security to the 
Egyptian people against the importation of disease, would yet guard English commerce 
from the obstructive action of an exaggerated doctrine of quarantine, a considerable 
advantage for English merchants and ship-owners would have been gained. The hope of 
arriving at such a stable and permanent arrangement is the motive which has induced Her 
Majesty’s Government to accept the Austrian proposal tor discussing these subjects before 
an International Conference. 

It was intended that an Anglo-Austrian Protocol should form the basis of the 
discussions to which the Conference was invited, nor until the beginning of the present 
year was it known that any rival scheme would be produced. The French Government 
have presumably been aware tor some five or six months of the terms of the Anglo- 
Austrian proposal, or at all events with the general nature of the proposals which would 
be placed before the Conference. It is to be regretted that the counter-project was not 
communicated to Her Majesty’s Government before the Conference met. Any such 
controversy must, it was evident, turn largely upon technical questions, upon commercial 
conditions, upon estimates of expense. It could not be satisfactorily conducted without a 
reference of the main proposals made to the great Companies who would be largely 
affected by them, and to the Admiralty, whose troop service would be similarly implicated. 
It has been impossible up to this time to obtain the whole of these opinions, or to collect 
the facts necessary for the full examination of the new proposals. In the telegram, 
therefore, that I addressed to you yesterday, I was only able to authorize you to accept 
the French proposals as a basis for discussion, leaving a definitive decision upon the 
questions raised to a later stage. As a test question, I have authorized you by the same 
telegram to submit to the Conference the proposition that infected ships bound to British 
poits, if mainly employed in the carriage of troops or passengers, should be allowed to pass 
the Canal in quarantine, expressing at the same time our willingness to consider any 
practicable proposals for preventing all risk of contact between the ship passing in 
quarantine and the Egyptian shores. Whether such ships should be allowed to call at 
Malta and Gibraltar is a secondary matter with which the foreign Delegates could have 
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nothing to do, but on which it would be inconvenient to propose any regulation until the 
Companies and the Colonial Governments could be consulted. 

There are some points in Dr. Proust’s preliminary statement, and in the proposals to 
which you and he have provisionally agreed, on which I will make some remarks. In the 
observations presented by Dr. Proust in the name of the French Delegation, the reasons 
advanced against the transit of passenger and troop-ships in quarantine appear to be these. 

In the first place, it is said that there is a difficulty in preventing communication with the 
shore. No instance is given of any failure to prevent this communication when it was 
desired except the case of the “Timur,” which, in 1883, is said to have communicated 
cholera to Egypt by stokers who disembarked from it. Dr. Proust must be well aware 
that the evidence as to this statement is of the flimsiest description. The “ Timur,” the ship 
in question, was twenty days coming from Bombay to Port Sa'id, where the stoker landed. 
There was no sickness on board during the whole time of her passage. The stoker himself 
never had the complaint, and even if it were true, which it obviously is not, that ha,was the 
cause of importing cholera into Egypt, the circumstance would be no illustration of the 
difficultv of guarding the banks of the Suez Canal; for he left the ship not in the Canal, 
but at Port Said. Secondly, Dr. Proust contends that even if the ship professes only to 
he bound to England, it may break its engagement, and land its infected crew at some 

Continental port. , . « t. j >* i • u 

The only basis for this suggestion is the case of the ship bullord, which, 
according to Dr. Proust, went straight from Port Said to the Gironde, though she 
professed to be bound for England, and had passed the Canal in quarantine. As a matter 
of fact, the “ Fulford ” had previously gone as far as the English coast, and had only 
turned back off a British port on receiving telegraphic orders from her owners. As she 
had passed the Canal in quarantine, the proceeding was undoubtedly improper; but 
unless the germ of infection is far more tenacious of life than Dr. Proust’s other proposals 
admit it to"be,the banks of the Gironde could not have been exposed to any danger from 
a ship which had left Port Said for so long a time. These two objections to the passing of 
ships in quarantine depend upon two solitary cases of alleged abuse, which are not 

authenticated. . . 

The third argument advanced by the French Delegate is of a more general character. 
He says, quite justly, that it would be impossible to give to English ships the liberty of 
passin" in quarantine without giving it to those of all other nations. But the Mediterranean 
ports would think it unsafe to receive ships that had passed in quarantine; and, conse¬ 
quently, ships bound for them could not pass in that manner. Dr. Proust contends that 
because other countries under the influence of certain doctrines will not allow snips 
eomin 0, to them to pass in quarantine, therefore ships bound lor British ports where 
these views do not prevail ought not be allowed to enjoy a privilege from which their 
commercial rivals are excluded. The scientific men in whom Continental Governments 
place confidence entertain opinions which, in our judgment, are erroneous. In obedience 
to those views, they impose an unnecessary disability upon their own ships, and then they 
propose to us that we should accept for our ships the burden of these precautions, m 
which we do not believe, in order that our commerce may not enjoy an unfair advantage 
over theirs. Her Majesty’s Government are wholly unable to accept the validity of this 

argument. ^ . 

The proposals which Dr. Proust has submitted to the Conference are undoubtedly in 
manv respects well worthy of consideration. It seems to be a distinct step in advance to 
treat a ship according to her ascertained health at the moment of hci ariival, and not 
according to the health of the places at which a week or a fortnight before she may 
have touched. But it involves novel conditions of great gravity, which require to be very 
seriously examined before they can be admitted to control interests so important as the 
British trade through the Canal. The summary you have sent me ot the modifications 
which the French Delegates have consented to adopt, in the despatch under reply, is vague 
in several respects, and further detail is necessary before a full judgment can be formed 
upon it. But the new system, as it applies to passenger ships and troop ships, is m stroqg 
contrast to the existing system in certain important respects. For the first time, the 
Regulations of the Board will have the sanction of an international authority, and it may 
be therefore assumed will be administered with greater exactitude and rigour. Secondly, 
tor the first time, if the views of the majority of the Powers of the Conference arc adopted, 
they will be applied by a Council in which Great Britain will not have the prevailing 
influence. Thirdly, for the first time, the treatment of ships will depend almost entirely 
upon the judgment which a medical man at Suez may form of the health ot all those on 

board them. , 

In the opinion received from the Local Government Board, Dr. Buchanan and 
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Dr. Thorne Thome point out that the extent to which cholera is supposed to prevail upon 
ships coming from the East will depend very much upon the school in which the medical man 
shall have been trained, and the nationality to which he belongs. They observe that 
diarrhoea and dysentery are not uncommon on board vessels bringing passengers home from 
India, and it obviously results that in the case of almost every ship coming from India, the 
question whether it shall be declared infected by cholera or not will depend upon the pre¬ 
possessions, and the judgment, and possibly the bias of the medical officer in whose hands 
the decision will be placed. 

The Memorandum of Agreement gives to us no indication of the system on which 
these important officers are to be named. Even admitting that they will in every case 
exercise their powers with the utmost impartiality which they can command, it is evident 
that the fate of the ships will be at the mercy of prepossessions which some special 
school of medicine may have inspired. But until we know more of the manner in which 
they are to be appointed, I do not know why we should assume their impartiality. The 
recent case of the pilgrim traffic at Algiers shows that sanitary precautions can be used 
with the effect of entirely diverting a particular traffic from the ships of one nationality to 
the ships of another. The mode in which these Regulations have been enforced at that 
port has had the effect of giving to the French shipping a monopoly of the pilgrim traffic, 
on an unproved plea*of sanitary necessity, in spite of the international engagements which 
exist upon this subject. I have no doubt the French Government sincerely believe that 
they are justified in what they do by sanitary considerations ; but that very circumstance 
causes me to look with apprehension to the adoption of Regulations on a large scale 
which may be administered iu a similar spirit. It is impossible wholly to put aside the 
probability that this enormous power of breaking the voyage of a passenger ship, by 
simply taking an exceptionally grave view of any case of diarrhoea, will present strong 
temptations to men who are actuated by national or medical partizanship. It is no 
answer to urge that such action might have been taken in the past, and that no such 
inconveniences have arisen. These proposed Regulations must always be considered 
in combination with the other proposal, of so reconstituting the Egyptian Board 
that the influence of England and Egypt shall no longer be predominant in it. It 
is needless to add that if ever the impression got about, whether justly or unjustly, that 
English ships were likely to receive harder measure from the medical man at Suez than 
the ships of some other nationality, the commercial existence of the English line of 
steam-ships would be seriously imperilled. Few passengers would be inclined, if they 
could help it, to run the risk of a five days’ detention at Moses’ Wells. 

I have called your attention to these difficulties by telegraph. I do not myself at 
present see any satisfactory solution of them except by allowing, under whatever 
precautions may be desired, all passenger ships to pass the Canal in quarantine. But in 
any case, if any kind of detention to healthy persons under any circumstances whatever is 
allowed, it will be vital to secure that the decision of their fate shall be in the hands of 
men to whom no suspicion of undue preference in the exercise of their duties can be 
attached. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 51. 

Mr. Loivther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 23.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice , January 22, 1892. 

NEW work of Board, estimated cost and proposed resources for. 

1,800/. yearly would be produced by removal of present exemption of mail-ships fiom 
payment of sanitary dues. This would not suffice. 3,500Z. would be realized from a tax 
of Is. on every passenger other than troops and pilgrims transiting Canal. Shipping would 
not have to bear this tax, but individuals by whom we do not consider it would be practi¬ 
cally felt, and it is they who bring the danger, or benefit by the increased rapidity of 
transit. 

The initial outlay is privately estimated by French Delegates at 20,000/., and 6,000/, 
is calculated to be the extra yearly expenditure. 

We are trying to cut both figures down considerably, as they are excessive. 
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No. 52. 

British India Steam Navigation Company to Foreign Office.—(Received January 23.) 

THE Secretary of the British India Steam Navigation Company presents his com 
pliments to Sir Viliiers Lister, and requests that he will be so good as to inform Lord 
Salisbury that the importance of sending an early reply to the communications on the 
subject of the French proposals for the transit of vessels through the Suez Canal is being 
kept in view, and that reply is expected to be sent early next week. 

203, West George Street, Glasgow, 

January 22, 1892. 


No. 53. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marauis of Salisbury.—(Received January 23.) 

(No. 11.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice , January 23, 1892. 

MODIFIED French proposals were discussed at to-day’s meeting as directed by your 
Lordship’8 telegram of the 21st. We proposed the amendment regarding troop and 
passenger-ships. The French proposals, as modified, found general acceptance; our 
amendment was opposed on the ground that it sought exceptional treatment for a class of 
ships, namely, troop-ships, which were the most dangerous if infected, and that it 
was impossible for Egypt to be absolutely secure from contamination during transit 
of Canal. The Austrian, German, and Italian Delegates, on a vote being taken, supported 
the amendment on the grounds that it formed a portion of the Protocol which they 
had been instructed to support, though they expressed a preference for the modified French 
proposals pure and simple. The others all voted against the amendment, the Swedish and 
Portuguese Delegates being absent. The decision, I stated, would be taken ad referendum . 

To-morrow the question of reorganizing the Board will be discussed. It is Austria’s 
desire to reduce the Egyptian vote to one. Three, besides casting vote, will be agreed to 
by France ; four is what we shall ask for. 


No. 54. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 23,1892. 

FOR the purposes of foreign Powers, Great Britain of course includes all Her 
Majesty’s dominions: the task of protecting themselves, if they so wish, would be left to 
the authorities thereof. 

Rather than inflict a debarkation on its passengers, it may well be, if the alternative 
were forced upon her, that an infected ship would forego touching at a foreign port. 

Whether any lines go straight from this country to Port Said, I am not aware, but I 
think more than one calls at British ports only. 

Your telegrams might with advantage be numbered. 


No. 55. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. ' Foreign Office, January 23, 1892. 

AN impression is conveyed to the Austrian Ambassador from his Court that the 
French are willing to restrict debarkation to the actual patient and his effects, and that a 
declaration of the presence of cholera should be conditional on the assent of the ship’s 
doctor. He has, on the other hand, an impression that you are objecting to the require¬ 
ment of the disinfecting apparatus (stove) and ship’s doctor. I did not think that this 
was the case, I said. As these details, however, are greatly dependent on the views of 
the ship-owners, I have accepted the offer of Sir T. Sutherland to proceed to Venice and 
place himself at your disposal. He is at present at Monte Carlo. 


[601] 
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No. 56. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 23, 1892. 

THE words “British territory” should be substituted for “Great Britain*’ and 
“United Kingdom” in my telegram of 21 st, to avoid mistakes. 


No. 57. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir T. Sutherland, M.P. 

(Telegraphic.) Foreign Office, January 23, 1892, 4 p.m. 

I AM much obliged to you for offering to go to Venice and consult with 
Mr. Lowther. Shall be very glad if you would do so, as there are some difficult questions 
of detail. 


No. 58. 

Mr. Loivther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 24.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice, January 24, 1892. 

BOARD’S reorganization. 

French proposal, at to-day’s meeting of Conference, was carried to reduce Egyptian 
votes to three and the President, with a casting vote. My proposal for four and the 
President was supported by the German Delegate alone. The Conference accepted other 
unimportant details with regard to remainder of reorganization scheme. 


No. 59. 

Mr. MacDonell to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 25.) 

(No. 2. Commercial. Confidential.) 

My Lord, Copenhagen, January 12, 1892. 

UPON the receipt of your Lordship’s despatch No. 16, Commercial, of the 
28th ultimo, relative to the action taken by the Delegate for Denmark at the Egyptian 
Quarantine Board in the case of the “ Bellerophon,” I called upon M. Vedel, at the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and represented the matter to him. 

M. Vddel readily promised me that he would look into the affair, but added that it 
would be necessary in the first place to refer to Cairo. Up to the present, therefore, no 
further information has reached me. 

I deem it, however, my duty to observe to your Lordship that the tendency of the 
Danish Foreign Office, in this and similar questions, would be, so far as I can iud<re, to 
follow the lead of France. ' ” 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) H. G. MacDONELL. 


No. 60. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 25, 11 a.M.) 

(No. 13.) 

(Telegraphic.) Venice, January 25, 1892, 1'40 A.M. 

LOCAL Government Board Minute of 15th January:— 

Paragraph 1. Same authority must decide what is health of ship. If captain does 
not concur there is appeal to Alexandria Board. 

Paragraph 2. Absolutely free pratique or transit being unattainable, five days at 
Moses’ Wells is great improvement on ten or seven days at Tor; former place not 
unhealthy; cholera among passengers other than pilgrims extremely rare. Persons landed 
will almost always be members of crew. 
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Paragraphs 3 and 4. We thought it [? better] not raise contentious points that had 
been already fully discussed by competent technical authorities. 

Minutes of 16th January:— 

Paragraph 2. French never contemplated immediate pratique for their class of 
suspected ships. We propose pratique in Egypt for such ships after disinfection and 
twenty-four hours’ observation if Egypt will agree. 

Paragraph 3. If ship’s doctor does not agree with finding of Sanitary authority, case 
goes to Board as now T , but in many cases ship would be through Canal before decision of 
Board could be taken. 

Paragraph 4. Partial disinfection means disinfection of place and contents, floor, &c., 
soiled by sick, and perhaps places immediately adjoining. 

Peninsular and Oriental letter of 20th January:— 

Paragraph 3. Desire as to steamer carrying mails partially met (see paragraph last 
but four of Inclosure l in our No. 4). 

Paragraph 4, last sentence, and 5. Desires met. 

Lister’s Minute of 21st January:— 

Sub-head 1. Contamination extends only to persons and things in actual contact 
with, and parts of ship adjacent to, places soiled. 

Sub-head 2. Cholera less often occurs on ships from Bombay. Ships from Calcutta 
and Far East will benefit. 

Sub-head 3. The meaning is as suggested. Company would have to be asked to help 
in carrying this out. 

It must be remembered that the term “ passengers ” used in our telegrams and 
despatches includes crew, who are the individuals usually affected by cholera. 


No. 61. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 25, 1892, 11 P.M. 

IT should be remembered, in all discussions as to the composition of the Egyptian 
Board, that the Conference cannot prescribe, but only recommend changes to the 
Khedive. 


No. 62. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

(Received January 26.) 

(No. 5. Commercial. Confidential.) 

My Lord, Venice, January 23, 1892. 1 

WE have the honour to inform your Lordship that a meeting of the Conference Was 
held to-day. 

In accordance with your Lordship’s instructions, contained in a telegram ot the 
21st instant, we submitted the amendment therein indicated. We beg to inclose a copy of 
the text thereof. The proposal, however, elicited no active support. 

It was contended by the French, the Russian, the Dutch, the Belgian, and the Spanish 
Delegates that no exceptional treatment should in this matter be accorded to Great 
Britain; that if other Powers were to claim and receive a similur privilege, a considerable 
number of infected ships would be continually transiting the Canal; that it was impossible 
to take any precautions which would absolutely insure that no contact of the ship passing 
in quarantine or of those on board should take place with the Egyptian soil; and that, if 
such a ship should run aground in the Canal, contact with the ship’s crew and passengers 
would be inevitable. 

It was also pointed out that under the modified French proposals only a very small 
number of troops would have to be disembarked, and that such disembarkation in the case 
of a well-found troop-ship with a doctor and disinfecting apparatus on board would only 
extend over the period of time necessary for the disinfection of the infected parts of the 
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"vessel and of the dirty linen. As to passenger-ships, it was pointed out that the question 
of the extent of disembarkation necessary would, under the modified French proposals, be 
left to the Sanitary authority at Suez to be decided according to the locality of the outbreak 
of cholera, and that it was possible that under favourable circumstances no disembarkation 
at all would be necessary. 

On the opinions of the Delegates being severally asked, the French, the Greek, the 
Dutch, the Belgian, the Spanish, Ihe Russian, the Danish, and Turkish Delegates 
pronounced against the amendment. 

On the other hand, the Austiian, the German, and the Italian Delegates stated that 
as they had been instructed to support the Anglo-Austrian Protocol, and as they considered 
that the British amendment was a portion of the Protocol, they supported it. 

The Austrian and the Italian Delegates expressed themselves favourably towards the 
French proposals, as modified after consultation with ourselves, and the general opinion of 
the Delegates was in accord with theirs. 

The German Delegate stated that he would have to obtain the views of his Govern¬ 
ment before he could pronounce a definite opinion. 

In the course of the discussion we stated that we desired to have the opinion of the 
Conference upon the amendment proposed by us, and that we should take the decision of 
the Conference ad referendum,. 

* We have, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACKIE. 


Inclosure in No. 62. 

Amendment. 

IL sera permis aux navires transports et aux navires affectds au service des passagers, 
lorsqu’ils se trouveront dans la categorie des navires infects, de transiter le Canal en 
quarantaine, pourvu qu’ils se dirigent directement h un port du Royaume-Uni. 


No. 63. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.*—(Received January 26, 4‘30 P.M.) 

(No. 14.) 

(Telegraphic.) Venice , January 26, 1892. 

CONFERENCE have to-day agreed, at my instance, that ship leaving cholera 
patients and contaminated at Moses’ Wells is free to transit in quarantine immediately 
after disinfection of parts affected. Thus detention of infected ship not touching at an 
Egyptian port limited to a few hours. 


No. 64. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury,—(Received January 26, 4’30 p.m.) 

JNo. 15.) 

[Telegraphic.) Venice, January 26, 1892. 

OUR telegram 22nd January. 

Glad to have your opinion on suggested passenger tax. 


• Copy sent to Local Government Board with compliments, 26th January, with reference to Foreign Office 

letter of same day. 
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No. 65. 


The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) Foreign Office, January 26,1892. 

TOUR No. 15. 

No objection to tax on principle. 


No. 66. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 26, 1892. 

A DISTINCT advance is marked in your telegram No. 14 of to-day. 

What does “ contaminated ” mean ? That is the question suggested by this vote. 
At present I do not say that I accept the word. I should wish to know, before expressing 
an opinion, what is the proposed definition. Either it should apparently be defined 
rigorously or the assent of some English authority to its application should be required if 
it is to be in any way discretionary. 


No. 67. 

Summary of the Egyptian Quarantine Regulations. 

THE present quarantine and sanitary system of Egypt is extremely intricate and 
involved, being comprised in several different sets of Regulations which have never been 
codified. Those whose provisions principally affect shipping are the General Regulations, 
the Cholera Regulations, and the Regulations for the transit of the Suez Canal. All these 
three must be read together to appreciate the details of the system, which embraces three 
distinct factors, viz,, (a) the health of the ship; (b) the health of the place she- comes 
from; and (c) the condition of her bill of health. There is, however, this much to be 
said in their favour, that it would be difficult to conceive any possible contingency arising 
that would not be somewhere met if their provisions were at all times rigidly observed to 
the letter. Such, however, has fortunately not always been the case; were it so, the 
proclaiming of quarantine in Egypt against, say, Bombay or Calcutta, would have no 
particular signification (see paragraph 23). But, as a matter of fact, in practice the 
Cholera Regulations have only been strictly applied when, owing to a rise in the death- 
rate at those places, such a Proclamation has been issued in Egypt. The Board having 
once declared a place to be “ contaminated,” the Proclamation follows, and the bill of 
health ceases to have any practical force. I have accordingly thought it may be useful at 
the present juncture to summarize the salient provisions of the leading Regulations in 
somewhat greater detail than has hitherto been done, and by means of references to 
analogous provisions in different “R^glements,” and an introductory analysis, to present 
them in as comprehensible a shape as is possible. 

(Signed) W. MAYCOCK. 

Foreign Office, 

January 26, 1892. 


Analysis of Regulations. 

(N.B.—The numbers refer to thoso at the commencement of each paragraph.) 

Airing clothes in Canal forbidden, 35. 

“ Arraisonnement,” 4, 5. 

Arrival of ship. Formalities to be observed, 1. 

Bills of health, 2, 6, 18, 28, 32 (2), (3), (4); indorsement of, 7, 31, 34; definition o 
clean and foul, 9; treatment when bill is foul, II, 16, 21; when clean, 15; in 
relation to transit of Canal, 34 ; to state time of transiting Canal, 40. 

Canal Transit Regulations, 31-40; ships in quarantine not to stop, 35; time taken in 
transit to be noted on bill of health, 40. 

Captain of ship’s responsibility for not tampering with seals, 37. 

Cholera, 10 (F), (G), (H), (J), 23-30, 32 (1), 40. 

Corpses not to be thrown into Canal, or buried in banks, 39. 

Disembarkation from ship’s transiting Canal in quarantine, 38. 
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Disinfection, 19, 26, 37. 

Doctor with European diploma, 25. 

Flag (yellow), when to be flown, 1, 35, 39. 

Health Guards for Canal, 35, 40. 

Infected ship. (See Ship.) 

Interrogatory (form, 8cc.), 2. 

Lights, when yellow required for Canal, 35. 

Medical inspection, 4. 

Merchandize, definition of susceptible, 19 
Pilots, for Canal. Rules to be observed, 36, 37, 40. 

Postal boats, scale of quarantine for, 25. 

Pratique, when accorded in relation to bills of health, 8, 10; in relation to disinfec¬ 
tion, 26. 

Quarantine, when applied, 11; various categories defined, 14; of observation, 15; 
simple, 16-20; rigorous, 21; simple, when made rigorous, 20; rigorous, where 
performed, 22; scale for places where there is cholera, 24, 25 ; length of rigorous 
quarantine, 27 ; when necessary before entering Canal, 32, 37. 

“ Reconnaissance,” meaning of, 3, 5. 

Sanitary authority. His discretion -with regard to bills of health, 9. 

Seals for hatchways in Canal, 36 (1), (3), 37. 

Ship, condition of, 10 and subheads; “suspected,” definition of, 12; “infected,” defini 
tion of, 13, 27; time of staying at and leaving infected ports, 28-30. 

Suspected ship. (See Ship.) 

Time for executing formalities, 3 
Troop ships, scale of quarantine for, 25. 

Visa of bill of health, 31, 33. 

Voyage, duration of, not an element for consideration with infected ship, 22. 


Summary of General Regulations. —(Abbreviation, G. R.) 


I. Formalities on arrival. 

1. Every ship arriving in an Egyptian port must fly a yellow flag on her mizen, to 
how she has not had pratique, and to prevent any communication (Article 24, G. R,.). 
he is then visited (“reconnu ”) by the Sanitary authority (Article 6, G. R.). 

2 . The captain is required by this official to till up an interrogatory. (Form in 
“R^glement” Annexe 1), and produce the bill of health (ditto, Annexe 2). 

3 . This formality, which may be done at any hour (Article 28, G. R.), is called the 
“ reconnaissance ” (Article 7, G. R.). 

4. If the “reconnaissance” is not satisfactory, and further investigation seems 
necessary, the next step is an “ arraisonnement ” and medical inspection, which can only 
take place in the daytime (Article 28, G. R.). 

5. The result of the “ reconnaissance ” or “ arraisonnement,” as the case may be, is 
recorded in writing and registered in the office of the Sanitary authority (Article 8, G. R.). 


II. Bills of Health. 

(See also under same head in Cholera Regulations.) 

6. The production of a bill of health is at all times obligatory for every vessel arrivin'*- 
in an Egyptian port (Article 10, G. R.). 

7 . The bill of health issued at port of departure must be indorsed at each place at 
which the ship touches, and retained till it reaches its final destination. The indorsement 
must state the vessel’s condition, and the length of its stay. No fresh bill of health can be 
taken till a vessel sets out afresh after reaching her ultimate destination (Article 13, G. R.). 

8 . Ships with no bills of health, or irregular ones, are not allowed pratique, but are 
subjected to investigation, and if it be satisfactory, they will be provided with fresh ones 
(Article 15, G. R.). 

9 . A bill of health is considered clean when it shows the absence of any infectious 
(“ pestilentielle ”) disease in the country or countries from which the ship has come. It is 
considered foul when it indicates the presence of a disease of this character. The Sanitary 
authority decides whether it is clean or foul (Article 16, G. R.). 

10 . Ships provided with a clean bill of health are immediately admitted to free 

pratique after the “reconnaissance” or “ arraisonnement,'* except in the following cases 
(Article 29, G.R.):~ & 


*(A.) When the ship is in an unhealthy condition on arrival. 

*(B.) When there are doubts as to the sanitary condition of the ship during her 
voyage. 

*(C.) When there are doubts as to the genuineness of the bill of health. 

f(D.) When, bill of health notwithstanding, there are doubts about the health of the 
place of departure. (See also paragraph 23.) 

f(E.) When the ship has had communication at sea with another whose sanitary 
condition is doubtful. 

f(F.) When the ship comes from a place in free communication with a vicinity where 
plague, yellow fever, or cholera exists. 

+(G.) When the ship has come from a port where one of the above diseases have 
broken out after she left within a certain number of days (for which see special Regulations 
for Cholera, paragraph 28). 

+(H.) When the ship has come from a place where disease has existed for a certain 
period before she left, too short for the place to be considered clean (for period see special 
Regulations for Cholera, paragraph 29). 

(I.) When a vessel has stayed, without communicating, in a suspicious (“ compromis”) 
or infected port beyond the period fixed by special Regulations against Cholera. (See 
paragraph 30.) 

+(J.) When a ship provided with a clean bill of health has had on board during her 
passage actual or suspected cases of plague, yellow fever, cholera, or a serious malady of an 
infectious nature. (See paragraph 13.) 

> 

Quarantine Measures. 

H. Every ship arriving with a foul bill, or even with a clean one under the exceptions 
above mentioned, is liable to quarantine according to the case. It may be different for 
passengers, crew, merchandize, and the ship itself, and according as to whether it arrives 
from the Mediterranean or Red Sea (Article 30, G. R.). 

12. A suspected ship is one which comes under the category defined in preceding- 
paragraph, but with a declaration made by the captain that she has had no case of sickness 
on board since her departure, and this statement is borne out by the medical inspection 
(Article 31, G. R.). 

13. An infected ship is one on which certain or probable cases of infectious disease 
have occurred on board, either at the port of departure, during the voyage, no matter how 
far back, or on arrival (Article 31, G. R.). For treatment of such ships, see paragraphs 
21 and 27. 

14. Quarantine consists of three categories (Article 32, G. R.):— 

(1.) Quarantine of Observation. 

(2.) Simple Quarantine. 

(3.) Rigorous Quarantine. 

15. Quarantine of observation is applicable to ships with a clean bill ot health, and 
which, though not having had suspicious cases on board during the voyage, find themselves 
in one of the circumstances enumerated in exceptions A, B, and C of Article 29. tinder 
these circumstances the ship has to undergo observation of from one to three days with 
medical visit; except in extreme cases this observation does not entail disembarkation of 
either goods or passengers (Article 33, G. R.). 

16. Simple quarantine is applicable to vessels with a foul bill, or which are considered 
to be in a foul condition, though they have had no suspicious case on board. A ship 
provided with a clean bill is considered foul under the circumstances specified in exceptions 
marked D, E, F, G, and H of Article 29. 

17 . With regard to ships under category D the Board may, according to circum¬ 
stances, shorten the period of quarantine, or even substitute mere observation. 

18. Simple quarantine consists in isolating, for a period fixed by special Regulations, 
the ship, crew, passengers, and merchandize. It also includes medical inspection. If the 
foul bill be in respect of cholera only passengers may do their quarantine on board, except 
in cases of overcrowding. Under similar bill of health the days occupied by voyage will 
be taken into consideration on a scale provided. (See Cholera Regulations, paragraphs 
24 and 25.) 

* With respect to these three headings, ei da Article 33. 
f With respect to these five headings, vide Article 34. 

$ With respect to this heading, see Article 35. 
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19 . Simple quarantine necessitates the disembarkation of very susceptible articles, first 
category (viz., rags, paper rags, clothes, bedding, and all kinds of wearing apparel) at a 
lazaret or on lighters, and disinfection of less susceptible articles, second category (viz., 
skins and untanned hides, feathers, bristles, debris of animals generally, silk, wool, cotton, 
flax, hemp, and other raw textiles) is compulsory or optional according to circumstances 

(Article 34, G. R.). . c . f . 

20 . Simple quarantine may be replaced by rigorous quarantine if a case ot infectious 

disease shows itself while it is being undergone (Article 3, G. R.). 

21 . Rigorous quarantine is applicable to every ship with a foul bill, or with a clean bill 
under the conditions specified in exception J of Article 29 (paragraph 10), which has had 
on board either at port of origin, during the passage, or since its arrival either certain or 
suspicious cases of cholera, plague, or yellow fever. 

22 . Rigorous quarantine can only be carried out in a port or lazaret of the first order. 
It entails the discharge of passengers and cargo, and thorough disinfection of susceptible 
merchandize and of the ship under supervision of Health Guards; no account is taken of 
the duration of the voyage (Article 35, G. R.). 

Special Cholera Regulations, —(Abbreviation, C. R.) 


Article 1. 

Non-infeded Ships. 

23. Every ship arriving from a contaminated place,* which has not had on board 
during the passage certain or suspicious cases of cholera, must undergo simple quarantine 
(for definition see ante) of seven full days to date from the medical inspection. 

24. If, however, the Sanitary authority is satisfied that no certain or suspicious case 
has occurred on board during the voyage, and if, moreover, the vessel is in a satisfactory 
sanitary condition, the above-mentioned period of quarantine may be reduced according to 
the following scale :— 

After 8 days’ voyage, G. days’ quarantine. 

) 33 ■* 33 3 ) 

, 5 , ^ » »» 

» 3 > 3 „ 

9 

3 3 ) 33 .*» 

for a voyage over 13 days, 24 hours’ quarantine. 

25. In the cases of ships of war, or postal vessels with a doctor with a European 
diploma on board, the above scale is reduced as follows :— 

After 8 days’ voyage, 3 days’ quarantine.^ 

,, 9 ,, 33 ^ „ ,, 

„ 10 and over „ 24 hours. 

26. The ship must undergo disinfection before getting free pratique, but pratique will 
not be allowed to persons who have remained on board until after the ship has been 
disinfected, and their wearing apparel also. Quarantine may be performed on board if no 
case of cholera appears in the meanwhile (Article 2, C. R.). 

Article 2. 

Infected Ships. 

27. Every infected ship (for definition see paragraph 13) must undergo seven days’ 
rigorous quarantine, which may be extended to ten if the Board so decide (Aiticle 2, C. R.). 

Bills of Health. 

(See also under same head in General Regulations.) 

28. Ships provided with a clean bill of health having had no cases on board, if they 
have come from a place where cholera has appeared under seven days from the time they 
left, will be subjected to the quarantine prescribed in Article 1 of these Regulations. 

* TIk- Quarantine Board decide what is a contaminated place by declaring quarantine against that place. 
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90 Shins which have left a cholera-infected place under a period of fifteen days after 

29. P • i mi n f health are subiected to same Regulations. 

* he 1o.ThipsVw“rhav y e gained more t«-one d^ in “ 

infected place (see G \l, .to Article 29 ot General Regulations, paragraph 10) 

are subjected to same Regulations (Article 3, G. K.). 

Regulations for transit of Vessels through the Suez Canal. 

91 Article 1 No ship is allowed to enter the Canal withont the visa of the Sanitary 

they hav^urged^then 9 —e.^ ^ ^ cholera , plague , or yellow 

feVet (2.) Those with a foul bill of health, which, even though they have had no suspicious 
“^mXt^th a a fo«?bmrf y hS' destined for some place in the Canah 

y g ™r t :^ t": 

shfpt P en.er"theSal) Z ships “miSrun^r^an;°of Ihe 111 Tufcat”,tX they 
have been admitted to prat^e. adjudged foul (see General Regulations, 

during the nig t. y fnirds should keep an especial sharp watch; they must 

at crossing-stages, where Heat force duly established. In such exceptional 

case^the^nearest Sanitery^authoritymust be at ’once advised, and he will take the necessary 

steps required by the circumstances.^^ the Rttles permit transit quar antine, the 

" p rioSd ?„ an ;tventany communication between the 

SHiP ™) The' affixing of the seals at the entrance, and their verification at port of exit, are 

*° r ^q 1 ? t,U Art* 0‘I'ln^hTcase oi P h’nplTcholeT'quarantine ships arriving from the Red 
Sea, after having^'performed.therscaleof the” aff/cted’pS 

Canal in free pratique on the these conditions the Canal Company’s 

~*srj*S£$ r eras zn: 

suspicious case breaks out, the quarantine flag m gd to y t the c i rcu m- 

• In r Of a death 0 P n hoard it is strictly ^bidden 
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to throw the corpse into the waters of the Canal, or to bury it in the banks. The captain 
and the doctor, if there be one, are held responsible for any breach of these Regulations. 

40. Art. 9. If any of the infectious diseases: cholera, plague, or yellow-fever should 
exist at any of the places along the Canal, ships desirous of transhipping, without exposing 
themselves to consequences should abstain from all communication with the shore, or with 
suspected ships. Pilots and Health Guards charged with the superintending of a ship will 
be placed on board the conducting boat, and will not communicate with the ship till 
it leaves the Canal. The time occupied by its transit will be noted on the bill of health. 


No. 68. 

Foreign Office to Local Government Board. 

Sir, Foreign Office, January 26, 1892. 

WITH reference to your letter of the 18th instant, copy of which was communicated 
to the British Delegates to the Sanitary Conference now sitting at Venice, I am directed by 
the Marquis of Salisbury to transmit herewith, for the information of the Local 
Government Board, an extract of a telegram from Mr. Lowther, M.P., containing certain 
observations on the Minutes of the Board’s medical officers on the French proposals.* 

I am at the same time to inclose a copy of a despatch which has been received from 
the British Delegates since the letter from this Office of the 15th instant, and which will 
serve to make those proposals clearer than the telegraphic summary which was inclosed in 
the letter above mentioned. 

Lord Salisbury would be glad to be favoured with any further observations the Local 
Government Board may feel disposed to offer, and I am at the same time to add that the 
French proposals were accepted in principle by the Conference on the 23rd, the only 
Powers which supported an amendment which the British Delegates had been instructed to 
propose being Austria, Germany, and Italy, and they expressed a preference for the 
modified French proposals pure and simple. 

The British amendment proposed was to the effect that infected ships should be 
allowed to pass the Canal in quarantine if they were mainly employed in carrying troops 
or passengers, and bound only for British ports. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 


No. 69. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

{Received January 27.) 

(No. 6. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Venice, January 24, 1892. 

WE have the honour to forward herewith a copy of the statement made to the 
Conference on the 9th instant by Mr. J. W. Lowther on behalf of the English Delegates. 

In this statement we venture to think that the whole position of Her Majesty’s 
Government is fully stated so far as the Anglo-Austrian Agreement of the 29th July 
1891, is concerned. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACKIE. 


Inclosure in No. 69. 

Observations pre'sente'es a la Conference {constitute en Comite') par Mr. J. Lowther , Premier 
Dele'gut Britannique, en re'ponse aux Observations expose'es par M. le Dr. Proust, au 
nom de la Delegation Franqaise. 

Mr. J. Lowther, 

AC commencement de son discours, qui nous a si vivement interesses, M. le Dr. Proust 
a fait remarquer que le Protocole Anglo-Autrichien a un autre but que celui vise par 
toutes les Conferences Sanitaires qui ont precede celle a laquelle nous avons l’honneur 
d’assister. 

Jusqu’a present, nous a-t-il (lit, on a cherche k empecher le cholera de s’approcher 
de nos c&tes, onatachd d’eviter autant que possible que les vaisseaux entanfes, containing, 
porteurs des germes de la maladie, puissent arriver en Europe. Le Protocole, suivant 

* Nos. 35 and GO. 
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mon tress honorable colfegue, tendrait dans une direction toute contraire. II permet, dit-il, 
aux vaisseaux infectes de passer librement dans la Mediterranee. 

Les Defegues Britanniques ne peuvent se placer k ce point de vue j nous pensons que 
le Dr. Proust lui-meme n’insistera pas sur 1’opinion qu’il a emise sur ce point. 

Bien loin de l’effet qu’on lui a attribud, le Protocole vise pour le Canal de Suez des 
mesures prophylactiques plus sdveres, plus efficaces que celles qui sont actuellement en 
vigueur. En fait de precautions prises dans l’interet des regions de la Mediterranee, il 
contient une disposition entferement nouvelle, notamment le tdldgramme pifevu a 
1’Article 3; le nom et la destination de chaque navire transitant le Canal en quarantaine 
seront communiques par voie tdlegraphique aux Puissances intdressdes. 

Si nous avons bien saisi la maniere de voir de notre trks honorable colleague, le Canal 
Maritime constitue pour lui une barriere naturelle contre l’introduction du chofera en 
Europe, puisqu’on peut y arr£ter les vaisseaux qui pourraient porter les germes de la 
maladie; dans l’inferet de l’hygfene publique il faut y arr&ter tous les navires infectds ou 
suspects, et leur faire subir, avant leur entree dans le Canal, un traitement qui les empeche 
du nuire k la sanfe publique de l’Europe et surtout de l’Europe mdridionale. 

Put-on etablir a Suez une barrfere toujours et incontestablement infailliblement 
infranchissable au cholera, fdt-il absolument sur que cette barrikre d6fendrait l’Europe 
contre toute invasion cholerique, alors nous avouerions que les propositions que nous 
avons dcoutd hier avec un si vif interet, seraient dignes d’un grand sacrifice. 

Mais franchement en est-il ainsi ? 

Peut-on de cette maniere rendre l’Europe inattaquable ? 

Notre trks honorable colfegue peut-il garantir k cette Conference, peut-il garantir k 
l’Europe que le systkme recommande par lui, une fois adopts, mettra nfeme le bassin de 
la Mediterranee k l’abri du cholera ? 

Evidemment non. Tout dernikrement nous avons vu eclater le cholera sur les cdtes 
de la Mediterranee. 

Cette annde meme le cholera s’est produit a Damas: le systkme que Ton nous 
demande d’adopter ne saurait certes empecher un pared incident de se repeter. 

Passons k un autre point. 

Nous sommes charges de concilier les demandes, les justes deinandes de la navigation 
avec les demandes de l’hygiene publique telle qu’on la comprend dans les divers pays ici 
reprdsentds. 

M. le Dr. Proust, j’en suis convaincu, nous tiendra compte entre les premiers de 
la valeur des mesures d’assainissement exdcutees pendant ces dernikres annees dans les 
Colonies Britanniques. Les immenses sommes qu’on y a d^pensdes dans les travaux 
sanitaires lui sont connues; il apprecie ces travaux k leur juste et grande valeur. 

En ce qui concerne la conciliation dont j’ai parle, nous sommes fermement persuadds 
qu’elle est realisable. 

Nous abordons les questions posees dans le programme prdpard par le Gouvernement 
Austro-Hongrois, penetres du ddsir de trouver les moyens propres k realiser la conciliation 
que nous cherchons tous. Il nous sera peut-etre permis de faire observer, par parenthdse, 
que la base de nos deliberations d’apres le programme de la Conference, c’est le Protocole 
du 29 Juillet dernier. Mais les observations de 'M. Px*oust le passaient sous un silence k 
peu pres complet. 11 nous propose nn systdme enticement nouveau. 

Pour le moment nous nous limiterons aux objections qu’a soulevdes notre trds 
honorable collegue contre les dispositions consignees dans lc Protocole Anglo-Autrichien. 

En premier lieu, M. le Dr. Proust soutient que le sejour des vaisseaux dans les 
differentes gares du Canal fait qu’il est excessivement difficile de prevenir les communica¬ 
tions entre les bords du Canal et le batiment transitant en quarantaine. Examinons ce 
point un peu k fond. On nous dit qu’un choldrique ou plutbt un individu dejk atteint de 
la maladie dans son etat d’incubation pourrait facilement s’echapper du vaisseau. Mais k 
quelle epoque prdeisement ? Pendant que le batiment est en route entre deux gates ou 
bien pendant un arrdt en gare? Devons-nous sdrieusement contempler l’idee qu’un 
individu se jette dans le Canal et nage k terre pour se trouver trempe sur les bords du 
Canal, au milieu d’un desert ? La presence aux gares voisines des agents de la Compagnie 
i’emp6cheront d’y prendre refuge. L’individu s’dchappera-t-il plutdt lorsque le navire est 
amarre dans une des gares ? Mais est-il reellement impossible de surveiller efficacement 
un bktiment k l’amarre dans le Canal ? La nature des choses le defend-elle ? Au 
contraire: toutes les circonstances et surtout l’isolement du navire au milieu des deserts, 
loin de tout village, de toute cachette, contribue k faciliter la surveillance. 

Le systkme de notre trks honorable collkgue exige le maintien sous observations de 
centaines de personnes, aux Sources de Mo'ise. 11 exige la garantic qu’aucune de ces 
personnes ne s’eehappe. Il est tout aussi facile de surveiller cette portion limitee d’un 
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navire qui se trouve le long d’un quai de garage; n’oublions pas qu un seul c6te du 
b&timent est en communication immediate avec la terre. Nous insistons qu on peut avec 
facilite maintenir une surveillance absolument efficace sur la partie du navire qui est pres 
de terre, soit que les Gardiens se placent sur le batiment lui-meme, soit qu ils se placent 
sur le quai ou bien sur les deux. Je ne parle pas de la surveillance dun batiment en 
marche, elle ne presente aucune difficult^. Pour ce qui concerne la surveillance de nuit. 
elle sera largement facilitee par la lumi&re electrique qui fonctionne sur les navires 
transitant le Canal. Les arrets alsma'ilia ne sont pas une source de danger; ils ne se font 
pas pris de la ville, mais au contraire au milieu du Lac Timsah, sans que le vaisseau sorte 

du chenal. . . 

M. Proust lui-meme n’abolit pas enticement le transit en quarantaine. Au contraire, 
la premiere categorie des navires suspects et la seconde catigorie B des navires^ mtectes 
passeront en quarantaine. II reconnait done que le transit en quarantaine peut s ettectuer 
sans danger, autrement le transit en quarantaine de ces deux categories de batiments ne 

signifie rien. , 

M. Proust nous a expliqud que la presence hbord d’unmidecin et d une etuve met les 
navires de ces categories k mime de traiter les nouveaux cas de cholera s’il s’en presentait; 
mais le mddecin et l’etuve ne peuvent dvidemment rien pour proteger 1 Lgypte si une 
individu atteint du choldra& l’etat d’incubation venait i s echapper. 

Respectivement au chaffeur Mouhammed Kablifa qui se serait evade en 1883 d un 
navire quelconque et se serait rendu a Damiette, nous devons faire remarquer que ce cas 
est le seul qu’on ait citd, bien que des milliers de vaisseaux aient traverse le Canal. ^ Et 
encore les preuves sont-elles extremement douteuses sur la question capitale, savoir sil s est 
rdellement evadde d’un vaisseau transitant en quarantaine. II ne faudrait done pas trop 

insister sur cet incident. . .. 

En deuxiime lieu, JV1. Proust objecte que le Protocole donne un privilege exclusit au 
pavilion Anglais; que les autres Puissances, il est vrai, sont libres de se levendiquer le 
meme privilege. Mais dans ce cas l’extension du privilege constitue un danger. C est, 
a-t-il dit, ou un privilege exclusif pour la navigation Anglaise, ou un danger pour la 
Mdditerranee. Le Protocole est loin d’avoir le caractere que lui attribue notre tres honorable 
collogue. II ne nous donne aucun privilege exclusif, nous nen cherchons pas. La 
Grande-Bretagne demande uniquement qa’il soit permis aux vaisseaux Britanniques, ne 
faisant pas escale dans un port Egyptien et destines a un port du Royaume-Uni, de suivie 
librement leur voie; elle demande que les vaisseaux Britanniques ne soient soumis qu aux 
Riclements Sanitaires des autorites Britanniques dans les ports du Royaume-Uni ou termme 
le voyage. La demande de la Grande-Bretagne a deja dte appuyee par plusieurs Puissances 
dont le pavilion est largement representd dans la navigation du Canal. 

Chaque Gouvernement doit rester maitre de la legislation reglant les conditions dans 
lesquelles il permet aux navires d’entrer dans ses ports. 11 est evident que cette legislation 
differera de pays a pays selon leur situation geographique, leurs habitudes et les croyances 
de la population. 

De cette maniire, et sous lc svsteme vise par le Protocole, chaque I uissance aurait 
pleine liberte, comrae ci present, respectivement a la legislation maritime sanitaire; elle 
imposerait, si bon lui semble, la surveillance de ses propres medecins ou a bord de ses 
navires ou dans ses ports d’arrivee; elle appliquerait ses propres methodes de prophylaxie. 
Nous demandons une mime liberte pour tous, nous ne deinandons ni plus ni moins. Nous 
disirOns laisser ii chaque Puissance une egale et pleine libertd. Nous ne desirous pas 
imposer a l’Bgypte l’obligation de servir comme lazaret pour nos malades. Nous ne 
voulons aucunement charger ce pays d’un risque que nous croyons infiniment plus grand 
que celui du transit en quarantaine. 

L’honorable Dengue de la France a traite cette question comme si tous les^ navires 
infectes allaient de l’est it l’ouest. Il n’a pas parle des cas, dont il y en a plusieurs, de 
navires infectes de cholera qui ont transite le Canal de l’ouest h l’est. Il y a notamment 
le cas d’un navire portant 12,000 liommes h bord et qui a transite le Canal en quarantaine 
le P'Ddcembre, 1884, bien qu’it cette date il y eht le cholera a bord. Comment M. Proust 
traiterait-il un tel cas ? Nous recommande-t-il la construction de lazarets et detuves a 
disinfection a Port-Said, l’etablissement d’un service medical a ce dernier port aussi bien 
qu’k Suez ? Sinon, et s’il compte abolir le transit en quarantaine, comment un navire 
arrivant a Port-Said, infecte ou suspect, passera-t-il le Canal ? Le transit en quarantaine 
dtant aboli, le libre transit d’une navire ayant le cholera ou les germes du cholera, h bord, 
ne presente-t-il aucun danger pour l’Bgypte ? Le cas du navire Anglais, le ‘ j^ulfoid 
que M. Proust a cite et sur lequel il a tant appuyc, nous fournit un cxemple de l avantage 
d’un systeme de transit en quarantaine. Etablissons les faits. Il y a eu trois cas de 
choldra k bord a Chittagong, ou lc vaisseau a ete desinfecti par l’autovite Sanitaire. Il 
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tfest arrive k Suez quarante jours aprts.son depmtde Ohittagong. U 

££3S3£8si:gs&p&rSZ 

I S k Bordeaux on vit clairement, en examinant les papiers de bord, que le 
“Fnl ford ” avait nasse le Canal en quarantaine ; conse'quemment on lui imposa sept jou s 
de“ taine Le^ul fa* que clavire avait passd le Canal en qnarantarne a done suffi 

adresser cette 

declaration. Vons revenez forcemeat k I’examen 6 u capita,ne, vons ne pouvez 
garanta nous offre une solution de 

autorites scientiliques croiront neccssa.rcs et qu e fa “°“ re P ndre P plus ivdres 
de la inajorite. Chaque pays sera libre de modifier ces inesures, ne re p 

suivant que l’opinion scientifique fait des prog s ou s ^ ‘ quelconque, si nous nous 

Mais si, au contraire, nous conventionalisons un K «S™Xawer ne devons-nous pas 
imposons un R^glement qu’aucun de nous n aura i e i ro _ ^ xi^glement paraitra 

nous attendre k ce que les progres rapides de la scienceJ rons S nous l e changer ? 

bient6t soit trop severe, soit pas assez severe ? Mais comment pourr ^ autres 6 trop 
Selon les pays, ceR4glement deviendra, pour \es uns pas awea n>au » r l ns le droit d ; 

sdvere. Nous serons tous dans les memes cuc0 onfdrence des Puissances et courir le 
modifier le Rfcglement; il faudra convoquer une Contdrence 

risque de ne pouvoir arriver a une entente. contient le Protocole. 

Nous revendiquons un autre avantage p J de me qi eures ^aranties de surety 

Nous soutenons que le passage en quarantaine pres p ar ri V de au port de destination, le 
qu’aucun systSme de disinfection e voici ? x pobservation des autoritis de ce 

navire qui a transits en quarantaine res e ouj J ec ^ vemen t a la sante du navire 

port, lesquelles feraient routes ta^recherch^^vordu- visM k Suez, les 

jusqu’au moment mime de son ar • ^ disinfection dont elles ignorent peut- 

absolument ind^pendants des autorites du poit de estina ion. hommes de science 

partagentson^opinion—que plusieurs parties Rkg'ement ^enturfleinentenvigneur^ont 

aujourd’hui le dernier mot de la science ne deviendra p ou Reglement 

SS.-SK yes 

«^ -v—- 
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1’unanimity; l’histoire des Conferences qui se sont recerament reunies nous montre jusqu’a 
quel point il est difficile d’obtenir 1’unanimiti. 

Croyez-le, la seule voie qui ne soit pas dangereuse, la seule voie qu’on puisse suivre 
logiquement, c’est celle d’adopter un systkme qui garantit k chaque nation entire liberte 
d’action, entiere liherte administrative et legislative; c’est la le systime du Protocole 
dont le Gouvernement Britannique et le Gouvernement Austro-Hongroise proposent 
1’adoption k la Conference. 


No. 70. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

(Received January 27.) 

(No. 7. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Venice, January 24,1892. 

WE beg to inclose, for your Lordship’s information, two copies of the modified 
French proposals in their final shape as they have been accepted by the Conference. 
Under your Lordship’s directions we have only accepted them ad referendum; the 
amendment, which we proposed under the instructions contained in your Lordship’s 
telegram of the 21st instant, not having proved acceptable to the Conference. 

Although all the proposals are not such as a British Sanitary authority, starting upon 
a tabula rasa, would probably propose ; yet in the main they follow the lines laid down by 
the Local Government Board, especially in the matter of the disinfection of cholera, soiled 
linen, and cholera-infected parts of ships. 

We venture also to submit to your Lordship the following points in which the 
proposals appear to us to be a great advance upon the existing Reglations :— 

1. The detention of ships at Suez is reduced to a minimum. 

2. The period laid down under the existing Regulations of seven or ten days’ detention 
at Tor for infected ships is reduced to a five days’ detention of individuals in the immediate 
neighbourhood of Suez. 

3. The said detention is limited to the case of a ship which has had cholera on board 
within seven days of arrival at Suez. (Under the existing Regulations no such limit of 
time is taken into account.) 

4. The vicious system of considering a ship, regardless of its sanitary condition, as 
suspected or infected because it arrives from a cholera-infected port, is abolished. 

5. Special facilities are given to passenger ships carrying a doctor. 

6. The disinfection of linen, &c., is limited to the linen, &c., of the crew, in the event 
of a case of cholera having occurred amongst the crew only, and this is the portion of the 
ship’s passengers which experience has shown to be the most liable to the disease. 

7. The disembarkation of merchandize is entirely abolished. 

8. The “ arraisonnement ” and disinfection, if it should be required, shall take place 
by night as well as by day, which will avoid unnecessary detention. 

9. The period of twenty-four hours’ observation for ships coming from a foul port is 
completely abolished. 

We venture to think that in all these respects, as well as in minor points to which we 
have not here adverted, the modified French proposals are a great advance upon the 
existing Rules, and even upon the provisions of the Protocol. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACK1E. 


Inclosure in No. 70. 

Modified French Proposals. 

LE principe du passage en quarantainc des navires par le Canal de Suez, formuli dans 
le Protocole Austro-Anglais, est accepte, sous la reserve des mesures suivantes, propres k 
sauvegarder la santi publique de l’Egypte et de l’Europe. 

Sous ce rapport, les navires sont ripartis en trois classes :— 

1. Navires Indemnes; 

2. Navires Suspects ; 

3. Navires Infectis. 
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1. Navires indemnes.— Les navires reconnus indemnes aprbs visite me'dicale auront 

libre pratique immediate, quelle que soit la nature de leur patente. . *j._ 

Ils ne seront pas soumis i l’observation de vingt-quatre heaves, qm est presents 
actuellement contre les navires avec patente brute. 

2. Navires suspects , e’est-k-dire ayant eu des cas de cholera au moment du dd part ou 
pendant la traversee, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires sero 
traifes d’une fagon differente suivant qu’ils ont, ou nont pas a bord un medecin 

appareil k d^smf ( ) medecin et un appareil de disinfection (ituve) remplissant 

les conditbns voulues, y seront admis k passer le Canal de Suez en quarantine dans les 

conditions qui seront indiquees plus lorn. rl P disinfection 

(b.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant m le m«ecm mlappaied ^ desinlection 
(ituve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiter en quarantaine, retenus aux Sources de 
Moise, pendant le temps nicessaire pour opirer la disinfection du linge sale, du ling 
de corps et autres obiets susceptibles, et s’assurer de l’etat sanitaire du navire. 

S’il s’agit d’un navire postal, ou d’un paquebot specialement affccte au transport 
des vovas-eurs sans appareil de disinfection (ituve), mais ayant un medecin a bord, si 
l’autoriklocale a Insurance, par une constatation officielle, que les mesiuresi d assanus^- 
ment et de disinfection ont ite convenablement pratiquees, soit au point de depait, sol 

pendant la traversie, le passage en quarantaine sera aceorde. t t des 

P S’il s’agit de navires postaux ou de paquebots specialement affectes au t^nsp 0l t cles 
vovaaeurs sans appareil de disinfection (etuve) mais ayant un medecin a bord, si le 
dernfer cas de cholira remonte k plus de quatorze jours et si 1 etat samtaire du nawie s 
satisfaisant, la libre pratique pourra itre donnee k Suez, lorsque les opirations de disin 

ti0 “ p e o°uf IcTtaSux ayant un trajet de moms de quatorse jours les passagers J. 
destination de l’figypte seront debarquds aux Sources de Moise et Isolds pendant vin„t 
quatee heures, et leur linge sale et leurs effete a usage desinfeetds. Ils recevront alors la 

libre £ r e a ^; ment d(!ternlinera dans relies conditions la totalite du linge sale pourra ne 

pas itre disinfectie.* 

3. Navires infectes, e’est-k-dire ayant du cholira k bord ou ayant presente des cas 
nouveaux de cholira depuis sept jours. Ils se divisent en navires avec m«deran et 

appareil de disinfection (ituve) et navires sans medecin et sans appareil de desinte ti 

^ tUV (a.) Les navires sans midecin et sans appareil de disinfection (etuve) seront arretes 
aux Sources de Moise, les malades dibarquis et isolis dans un hopital. La desinfection 
sera pratiquie d’une fagou complete. Les autres passagers debarques et isoles par groupes 
aussi neu nombreux que possible, de fagon k ce que l’ensemble ne soit pas sol.daire 
d’un groupe particular si Se cholira venait a se developper Le hnge sale, les objets 
k usage, les vitements de l’equipage et les passagers seront desinfectes ainsi que le 

navire. ^ enten( j u q U ’q ne s’agit pas du dechargement des marchandises, mais seule- 

ment de la disinfection de la partie du navire qui a ete infectie. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours k l’etablissement des Sources de Moise. 

Lorsque les cas de cholira remonteront k plusieurs jours, la durie de 1 isolement pouira 
6tre diminuie. Cette durie variera selon l’ipoque de l’apparition du dernier cas. 

(b ) Le passage en quarantaine pourra mime itre accordi avant 1 expiration des cinq 
iours par l’autoriti Sanitaire, aprks la disinfection operie, si le navire posside un medecin 
et un appareil de disinfection (ituve) prisentant les conditions indiquies. 

Pour les navires postaux dans le cas ok la maladie n aurait envaln quune partie 
limitie du navire, l’autoriti locale sera juge de l’opportumti du dibarquement, du nombre 
des personnes a dibarquer suivant les postes (ju’eUes oecupent k bord. Elle aura egalement 

k diterminer les points du navire a disintecter. . s , i; • i- 

Par exception, s’il s’agit de grands transports de troupes sourmsesi k la discq line 
militaire, si le navire posside un midecin et un appareil de disinfection (ituve), lautonte 
Sanitaire pourra prescrire seulement le dibarquement des personnes logecs dans le compaiti- 
ment du navire ou la maladie s’est diclarie. Pendant le dibarquement ce compartiment 
et la section de I’hfipital dans laquelle le ou les malades auront ete transposes, ainsi 

• Lorsnue le cholira se montrera exclusivement dans 1’6 quipage, la disinfection neport^ra que sur le linge 
sale de l’iqmpage, mats tout le ligne sale de l’iquipage, et dans les postes d habitation de 1 equipage. 
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que les objets k usage de toutes les personnes qui ont et 6 en rapport avee eux, seront 
completement desinfectes. 

L’autorite Sanitaire du bord d£clarera, sous serment, quels sont le ou les eomparti- 
ments infectds ou suspects. 

Le linge sale du reste des troupes subira la disinfection h bord. En outre, une ituve 
placde sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus rapides les operations 
de disinfection. 


Dispositions concernant le Passage en Quarantaine. 

1. L’autorite Sanitaire de Suez accorde le passage en quarantaine; le Conseil est 
immediatement informe. 

Dans les cas douteux la decision est prise par le Conseil. 

2. Un teligramme est aussitot expedie a l’autoritd designee par chaque Puissance. 

L’expedition du telegramme sera aux frais du bailment. 

Chaque Puissance edictera les dispositions pinales contre les b&timents qui, aban- 
donnant le parcours indiqui par le capitaine, aborderaient indftment un des ports du 
territoire de cette Puissance. 

Seront exceptes les cas de force majeure et de relache forcee. 

3. Lors de l’arraisonnement, le capitaine sera tenu de declarer s’il a h son bord des 
iquipes de chauffeurs indigenes, ou des serviteurs & gages, quelconques, non inscrits sur le 
registre du bord (“ log book ”). 

4. Un officier et deux Gardes Sanitaires montent a bord. 

fls doivent accompagner le navire jusqu a Port-Said; ils ont pour mission d’empecher 
les communications et de veiller h l’exdcution des mesures preserves pendant la travel's de 
du Canal. 

5. Tout embarquement et tout transbordement de passagers et de marchandises sont 
interdits pendant le parcours du Canal, de Suez h Port-Said inclusivement. 

6. Les navires transitant en quarantaine devront effectuer le parcours de Suez & Port- 
Said sans garages. 

En cas d’echouage ou de garage indispensable, les operations necessaires seront 
exdcutees par le personnel du bord, en evitant toute communication avec le personnel de la 
Compagnie du Canal de Suez. 

7. Le stationnement des navires transitant en quarantaine est interdit dans le port de 
Port-Said. 

Les operations de ravitaillement devront dtre pratiquees avec les moyens du bord. 

Ceux des chargeurs ou toute autre personne qui seront montds h bord, seront isoles 
sur le ponton quarantenaire. 

Leurs v&tements y subiront la disinfection reglementaire. 

8. Lorqu’il sera indispensable, pour des navires transitant en quarantaine, de prendre 
du charbon h Port-Said, ils devront executer cette operation hors du port, entre les jetees. 

9. Les pilotes, les electriciens, le9 agents de la Compagnie, les Gardes Sanitaires seront 
debarques a Port-Said, hors du port entre les jeties, et de la conduits directement 
au ponton de quarantaine, oil leurs vetements subiront une disinfection complete. 


No. 71. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 27, 8 A.M.) 

(No. 16.) 

(Telegraphic.) Venice , January 26, 1892. 

WE fear any additional definition of persons to be landed beyond actual sick will only 
lead to greater severity in practice than would follow adoption of present wording of last 
paragraph but four in Inclosure 1 in our No. 7. Ships mentioned in our telegram No. 14 
are, of course, mail or passenger ships. French proposal rests on theory that contagion of 
cholera lies in dejections and vomits of sick. 

Sir Thomas Sutherland has arrived here. 
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No. 72. 

Mr, Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 27, 8 A.M.) 

(No. 17.) 

(Telegraphic.) Venice , January 26,1892. 

ADD to my telegram No. 16:— 

We do not see our way to English authority at Suez having veto on finding of local 
authority and decision of Board, to whom there is appeal. 


No. 73. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, January 27, 1892, 4*15 p.m. 

YOUR telegram No. 17. 

Yesterday I consulted the Cabinet. They were unanimously of opinion that we could 
not consent to the changes in the constitution of the Egyptian Quarantine Board proposed 
unless complete security against the abuse of the power of quarantine were given to us. 
To-morrow or next day I will write to you more fully by despatch. 


No. 74. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—{Received January 27.) 

(No. 18.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Venice , January 27, 1892. 

YOUR Lordship’s telegram of 27th. 

The new Regulations, in our opinion, themselves give as complete security against the 
abuse of quarantine as is reasonably attainable from the Conference. The English 
and Egyptian Representatives are in a minority of three on the old Board, as at present 
constituted. Even the Egyptians do not always now vote with us. A majority of English 
Representatives, which is not possible, would be the only means of obtaining complete 
security, in practice the proposed reduction of the Egyptian vote will not affect results, 
as shown by examination of Board divisions in the past: there will still remain such security 
as we at present enjoy. Conference has, moreover, agreed that a Permanent Committee of 
the Board shall be constituted by which urgent questions shall be decided. The President, 
Vice-President, and two Delegates, and (if not already on the Committee) the Representa¬ 
tive of the country whose ship is concerned, will comprise this Committee. This 
arrangement would give us a majority on urgent questions so long as the personnel of the 
Board remains as at present. 

The financial question was considered by the Conference to-day, and it was decided to 
leave it for future settlement by the Board and the Egyptian Government. Various 
sources of revenue available were alone indicated by this Conference. 

The work of the Conference is now concluded ; to-day there is only a formal meeting. 
On Friday the Convention will be ready for signature. As to whether we are to sign with 
or without reservations we should be glad to receive your Lordship’s instructions. 


No. 75. 

Sir T. Sutherland, M.P., to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 27, 9*45 p.m.) 

(Telegraphic.) Venice, January 27, 1892, 7*45 p.m. 

I ARRIVED in Venice yesterday, and have been in full consultation with Mr. 
Lowther. Assuming that international sanitary control must be formally recognized in 
Egypt as it has been practically conceded during some years, I consider that the conditions 
formulated by this Conference may be accepted as a prudent solution. Their pre-eminent 
merit lies in the fact that ship will obtain pratique when free from disease, instead of being 
subjected to detention and inconvenience for having sailed from suspected ports. The 
precautions in case of suspected and infected ships are not unreasonable, especially from a 
Continental point of view, provided they are not administered arbitrarily, but by intelligent 
[501] O 
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men. I have advised that the question of ways and means should remain in abeyance 
until Egypt frames careful estimate of cost, in the first place, because the fact of an 
International Conference recommending a particular tax on shipping, mostly British, 
would be unfavourably received in England, and secondly, because it is not desirable that 
Egypt should make a purse out of sanitary dues as she does out of lighthouse. I remain 
here for two or three days on the chance of being useful. 


No. 76. 

British India Steam Navigation Company to Foreign Office.—(Received January 28.) 
(Strictly Confidential.) 

gj 1>} Glasgow , January 27, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour, by instructions of the Directors of the British India Steam 
Navigation Company, to communicate to you their views on the subject of your letters 
of the 14th and 15th instant. 

They still incline to the opinion expressed in my letter ot the 11th July, that it 
would be in the interests of British shipping to abolish the International Sanitary Council 
in Egypt, but as that body is being continued, they consider it most desirable. that its 
powers should be prescribed, so far as is possible, so that unnecessary inconveniences to 
ships or passengers may be minimized. 

With regard, therefore, to the proposals put forward by the French Delegate, they 
would submit, for the favourable consideration o'f Her Majesty’s Government, the following 
further modifications, viz.:— 

(a.) That mail-steamers, and steamers engaged in passenger traffic, shall have the 
same facilities in every respect of transit through the Canal as may be given to large 
transport vessels. 

( b .) That in the case of ships declared to be « infected,” only the sick persons and 
the parts of the ship actually affected shall be dealt with. 

(c.) That a disinfecting apparatus, on account of its being costly and cumbersome, 
should not be made a requirement, and that vessels which come under the designation of 
“suspected” or “infected” ships, aud which carry a doctor and have applied disinfection, 
will be allowed the facilities of transit through the Canal now proposed to be accorded in 
the case of vessels carrying a doctor and a disinfecting apparatus. 

With these modifications, the Directed think the proposals would be generally 
acceptable. 

I am, &c. 

(Pro Secretary), 

(Signed) it. W. ARMOUR. 


No. 77. 

Local Government Board to Foreign Office.—(Received January 28.) 

Si r> Local Government Board, Whitehall, January 28, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Local Government Board to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letters of the 26th instant, and their inclosures, with reference to the proposals before the 
Sanitary Conference now sitting at Venice. In forwarding to you, for the information of 
the Marquis of Salisbury, the accompanying copy of a Minute on the subject by the 
Board’s Assistant Medical Officer, I am to state that the Board concur in the observations 
contained therein. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) ALFRED D. ADRIAN. 

Assistant Secretary t 
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Inclosure in No. 77. 

Minute. 

The President, ch of the British Delegates dated the 14th January, 1892, 

the P— —1 in the indose, that S 

the comparison involves a misconception of the Bonids O de, and years. 

Order is based on the principle now mauitamed hj England to, at 

that the detention of those on board “anvil loess which the Medical 

suffering from cholera,” and (2) persons suffmng fiom an,mUness u h t 

Officer of Health suspects may prove to be cholera. 1 * lh Old.* imthe lays 

any person not certified under one or other .“V^L^slnlUie allied to proceed to 
to land,” and, subject to his supplying certain infoimation, shall be allow 1 

hiS "lad the Regulations based on the French proposals the matter is altogether 

rtr it Chins that are admittedly without actual disease, i.e., cholera, on boaid, u 
different, bhips that die aamiueuiy (j - tbi seven days 0 f arrival at Suez, 

which happen to have ljad a ca [ ttI <t: _ „ hayc be<;n tlise J mb arUed and isolated, 

arc to be sent to Moses * e > ls ; and ,, a , J Mieved t0 bc actually healthy at the time, 

“ the remainder ot the passen^ei s, e, ^ E wbeve there is a doctor on 

are also to be c< disembarked and isolated m D »oup . ins i stet i ou . There thus 

Si" rS^nccVhSr 

applension^as fo^rewuSf tlm application of the new proposals to those on board 

or a doctor only, the five days ^ „ Sanitary authority ” may, if they see 

that as regards these and othei spec . r> i t : ons Eu t I assume that the 

fit, otherwise abate the stringency of ce tan‘ and a nU mber of other 

“Sanitary authority” must, ot \ 5“'““ “^.ice ” t0 wh „„, I made 

matters referred to in the proposals by the medecin ne 

reference in my previous Minute of the ^tb 'Tami a, J» ^ b It may therefore be well to 
Troop-ships are especiaHy re,“ ta ”e S o^meS conu’l, discipline, &c„ on hoard 
has shown°that the best method of staying cholera ,s the 
most rapid passage possible into a.higher latffrute ' annotbut reg ard many 

of the- 1 Regulations 6 athichod’to tins despatch as being both unnecessary and calculated to 
involve danger to those who may be subjected to them. ^ Medica , officer)j 

(Initialled) R. T. T. 

January 27,1892. 

, e *.i oc.fi, i.imni'v 4,AO p.M., since received, modifies the 

This appears to be and on the method of its application by the 

individual with’whom the system of control immediately rests. R T x. 


sat? --‘ ‘ * 

SLCfSrf from “ quarantaine d'oh.ar..,ion.” 
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No. 78. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to the British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference. 

(No. 5.) 

Gentlemen, Foreign Office, January 28, 1892. 

I APPROVE your proceedings, as reported in your despatch No. 5, Commercial, of 
the 23rd instant, with the view to obtain the assent of the Conference to a Regulation 
under which transports and passenger-ships, considered to be infected with cholera, should 
be allovved to pass through the Suez Canal in quarantine, when bound direct to a port in 
the United Kingdom. 

Sir Thomas Sutherland, who has now arrived at Venice, will be able to advise as to 
the practical effect, as regards passenger-ships, of the proposed new Regulations according to 
their last revised text. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 79. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury .— 

(Received January 29.) 

(No. 8. Commercial.) 

My Lord, . . Venice, January 26, 1892. 

WE beg to inclose, for your Lordship’s information, an amended copy of the modified 
French proposals as finally agreed to at the meeting of the Conference held to-day, subject 
to the reservation made by ourselves in accordance with your Lordship’s directions con¬ 
tained in your Lordship’s telegram of the 21st instant. 

These proposals are, in our opinion, the maximum which can be obtained, and it will 
be very difficult to persuade the Conference to reopen any of the points contained 
therein. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

J. MACKIE. 


Inclosure in No. 79. 

Modified French Proposals as finally agreed to. 

^ LE principe du passage en quarantaine dcs navires parle Canal de Suez, formule dans 
lc Protocole Austro-Anglais, cst accepte, sous la reserve des mesures suivantes, propres a 
sauvegarder la sante publique de l’Egypte et de 1’Europe. 

Sous ce rapport, les navires sont repartis en trois classes:— 

1. Navires Indemues; 

2. Navires Suspects; 

3. Navires Infectes. 

1. Navires Indemnes .—Les navires reconnus indemues apres visite midicale auront 
libre pratique immediate, quelle que soit la nature de leur patente. 

Ils ne seront pas sounds A l’observation de vingt-quatre lieures qui est prescrite 
actuellement contre les navires avec patente brute. 

2. Navires Suspects , c’est-a-dire ayant eu des cas de cholera au moment du depart 
ou pendant la traversic, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront 
traitis d’une facon diffirente suivant qu’ils ont, ou n’ont pas a bord un midecin et un 
appareil ii desinfeciion (etuve). 

(a.) Les naviies ayant un medccin et un appareil de desinfeciion (etuve) remplissant 
les conditions voulims, seront admis h passer le Canal de Suez en quarantaine dans les 
conditions qui seront indiquees plus loin. 

(b.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medecin ni l’appareil de disinfection 
(etuve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiter en quarantaine, retenus aux Sources de Moxs“ 
pendant le temps necessaire pour operer la desinfection du lingo sale, du liime de corps et 
autres objets susceptibles, et s’assurer de l’etat sanitaire du navire. ° 1 
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S’il s’agit d’un navire postal, ou d’un paquebot specialement affecti au transport des 
vovaseurs, sans appareil de disinfection (ituve), mais ayant un midecin a bord—si 
1’autorite locale a l’assurance, par une constatation officielle, que les mesures dl assamisse- 
ment et de disinfection ont iti convenablement pratiquees, soit au point de depart, soit 
pendant la traversee, le passage en quarantaine sera accorde. , , 

S’il s’agit de navires postaux ou de paquebots spicialement affectes au transport des 
vovageurs, sans appareil de disinfection (ituve) mais ayant un medeem a bord; si le 
dernfer cas de cholira remonte A plus de quatorze jours et si l’itat sanitaire du navire est 
satisfaisant, la libre pratique pourra etre donnee h. Suez, lorsque les opirations de 

desinfection seront terminies. , ,. 

Pour les bateaux ayant un trajet de moms de quatorze jours, les passagers A destination 
de l’fjgypte seront dibarques aux Sources de Moise et isolis pendant vingt-quatre heures, 
et leur linge sale et leurs effets A usage desinfectis. Ils recevront alors la libre pratique. 

Les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours et demandant a obtemr la libre 
pratique en Egypte seront e'galement detenus pendant vingt-quatre heures aux Sources de 
Ib'foisB* 

Le Riglement diterminera dans quelles conditions la totaliti du linge sale pourra ne 
pas etre disinfectie.* 

3. Navires Infectes, c’est-a-dire ayant du cholira a bord ou avant prisente des cas 
nouveaux de cholera depuis sept jours. Ils se divisent en navires avec modern et 
appareil de disinfection (etuve) et navires sans midecin et sans appareil de desinfec 10 

(etuve) . navireg sang medecin et sans appareil de desinfection (etuve) seront arritis 
aux Sources de Moise, les malades debarquis et isolis dans un hopital. La disinfection 
sera pratiquie d’une facon complete. Les autres passagers dibarquis et par groupes 

aussi peu nombreux que possible, de faqon a ce que 1 ensemble ne soit pas solida re d un 
groupe particular si le cholira venait a se divelopper. Le linge sale, les objets a usage, 
les vitements de l’iquipage et les passagers seront desinfectis, ainsi que le »avire. 

II est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du dichargement des maicbandist=, m 
seulement de la disinfection de la partie du navire qui a etc infectie. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours si l’etablissement des Sources de Moise. 

Lorsque les cas de cholira remonteront a plusieurs jours, la duree de hsolement 
pourra etre diminuee. Cette durie variera selon l’ipoque de l’appantion du dernier cas. 

(b.’) Le passage en quarantaine pourra merae etre accorde avant 1 expiration des ci q 
iours, pa l’autoriti Sanitaire, apres la desinfection opirie, si le navire possidc un 
medecin et un appareil de disinfection (ituve) prisentant les conditions lndiquies. 

Pour les navires postaux dans le cas ou la maladie n’aurait envaln qu une paitie 
limitie du navire, l’autoriti locale sera juge de l’opportumti du debasement, du nombre 
des personnes 5 debarquer suivant les postes qu’elles occupent a bord. LUe 
isalement A diterminer les points du navire a disinfecter. 

Lorsque toutes ces operations auront ete accomplics si le navire abandonne ses malade . 
ses susvects , il pourra transiter le Canal en quarantaine sans retard. 

Par exception, s’il s’agit de grands transports de troupes soumises a la discipline 
militaire si le navire possede un medecin et un appareil de disinfection (etuve), 1 autonti 
Sanitaire pourra prescrire seulement le dibarquement des personnes logees dans le 
compartiment du navire ou la maladie s’est declarie. Pendant le debarquement ce 
compartiment et la section de l’hopital dans laquelle le ou les malades auront eti 
transportis, ainsi que les objets a usage de toutes les personnes qui ont ete en rapport 

avec eux. seront completement desinfectis. .. . 

L’autoriti Sanitaire du bord declarera sous serment quels sont le ou les compartiments 

infectie ^ ^ res t e des troupes subira la disinfection ^ bord. En outre une ituve 

placie sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus rapides les 

opei demandant a obtenir la libre pratique en Bgypte seront retenus aux 
Sources de Moise pendant cinq jours a compter du dernier cas survenu a bord. 

Dispositions concernant le Passage en Quarantaine. 

1. L’autorite Sanitaire de Suez accorde le passage en quarantaine; le Conseil est 
immidiatement informi. 

• Lorsque lc cholera montreia exclnsivement harts 1 ’equipage, la desinfection ne portera que sur le linge 
sale de K niais tout le lingo sale de l’equ,pa,e, « ciaus les postes d'hab.tat.on de 1 dtpupage. 

[ 501 ] 
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Dans les cas douteux la decision est prise par le Conseil. 

x", ^ n , f^gmmme est aussitdt expedie & l’autorite designee par chaque Puissance. 

L’expedition du teldgramme sera aux frais du batiment. 

Chaque Puissance 4dictera les dispositions pdnales contre les b&timents qui,. 
abandonnant le parcours indiqud par le capitaine, aborderaient indument un des ports du 
terntoire de cette Puissance. 

Seront exceptes les cas de force majeure et de relache forcee. 

. ^ors l’arraisonnement, le capitaine sera tenu de declarer s’il a a son bord des 
equipes de chauffeurs indigenes, ou des serviteurs a gages, quelconques, non inscrits sur le 
registre du bord (“log-book ”). 

4. Un officier et deux Gardes Sanitaires montent k bord. 

Ils doivent accompagner le navire jusqu’&Port-Said; ils ont pour mission d’empecher 
les communications et de veiller & l’exfjcution des mesures prescrites pendant la traversee 
du Canal. 

.5. Pout embarquement et tout transbordement de passagers et de marchandises sont 
mterdits pendant le parcours du Canal, de Suez H Port-Said inclusivement. 

6. Les navires transitant en quarantaine devront effectuer le parcours de Suez a 
Port-Sa'id sans garages. 

En cas d echouage ou de garage indispensable, les operations ndcessaires seront 
exdcutdes par le personnel du bord, en dvitant toute communication avec le personnel de 
la Compagnie du Canal de Suez. 

Les transports de troupes transitant en quarantaine seront tenus de transiter seulement 
de jour. Sils doivent sejourner de nuit dans le Ganal ils prendront leur mouillaqe au Lac 
Tvmsah. 

7. Le stationnement des navires transitant en quarantaine est interdit dans le port de 
Port-Said. 

Les opdrations de ravitaillement devront dtre pratiquees avec les moyens du bord. 

Ceux des chargeurs ou toute autre personne qui seront montes h. bord, seront isoies 
sur le ponton quarantenaire. 

Leurs vfitements y subiront la disinfection reglementaire. 

8. Lorsqu il sera indispensable, pour des navires transitant en quarantaine, de 
piendre du charbon a Port-Said, ils devront executer cette operation hors du port, entre 
les letees. 

^es P^otes, les ilectriciens, les agents de la Compagnie, les Gardes Sanitaires 
seiont ddbarques a Port-Said, hors du port entre les jetees, et de la conduits directement 
au ponton de quarantaine oh leurs vetements subiront une disinfection complete. 


No. 80. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 29, 8’20 P.M.) 

(Telegraphic^) _ Venice, January 29, 1892, 5*40 P.M. 

HE Kb will be a Protocol of Signature, in which Delegates will declare the reserves 
they make, or the character in which they sign. The Convention itself only states that 
agreement has been come to amongst Powers as to amendment of Regulations for transit 
o anal, leorgamzation ol Board, financial proposals, and revision ot' Regulations; and 
that Powers undertaxe to recommend these proposals to Khedive. The actual decisions 
are contained in the revised Decree and Rules, which form Annexes to the Convention. 

leie is also a clause in the Convention permitting any Power to suggest, for the 
acceptance of the other Powers, modifications in the Agreement when it comes into force, 
an to bring such modifications before the other Powers in whatever way it thinks best, 
home Delegates will sign ad referendum. If we signed with reserves as to the two points, 
namely, constitution of the Board, and transit in quarantine for infected troop and mail 
ships only, Austrian and German Delegates will make the same reserves if desired they 
will not make the reserves if for British ports [sic; no stops in the original]. 

Protocol of Signature will be open four months. Ratification to take place within 
six months of to-morrow. 
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No. 81. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Lowther. 

Foreign Office , January 29, 1892- 

( TODER thf French 

exercisec/°at The^iscretkm of ^authorities acting under'the Egyptian Board as new.y 
constituted constitution of the Board does not furnish us with sufficient 

mighf posdblfbe* fcovered <Conside|blc: time ! ““'lmd France 

process, which ought to have taken place before the Eonteienc The 

fc*-- ssssa5 as & a 


No. 82. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to the British Deleyates to the Venice Sanitary Conference 

(No. 6.) Foreign Office, January 29, 1892. 

received and carefuiiy — £w>^“ 

inclosing a copy of the pioposa s ao . ree & with you in the opinion that if they 

accepted by the majority of the Conferee • a > the commercial interests of all 

are executed in an impart,a — a T\L Z te,f of quaiantine established by these 

than by the condition of the places which they 

^Sn^Stheinn^— ? 

depends upon the spirit in which it is o ie ac * oppressive to commerce could be 

to do so. Much obstruction which might be ^ Tf they were applied 

inflicted under the rules which at the l n ^ n lT ’° ‘ b . j t j se vious injury to the 
harshly, and still more if they were »JfP^ is that though much 

trade of a particular nation. Ihc adva o been administered in so fair and 

fault may be found with the rigour of its, p 'onions," rative ly few. 
so judicious a spirit that the cases o ice 1 'j ODtec j W ould in the same manner 

3 The operation of the new proposals, !i tthe local authorities 
largely depend upon the disposi lono pass by the provisions which aftect 

who apparently are to be appointed by • V infected ships, except so 

suspected ships, and also, for the present, those hat deal ^ ^ there is 

far as they apply to troop-ships and P a ^^ g P * h observat i 0 ns I desire to make 
nothing to criticize in those which 1 omit to noLc • ^ case of the troop-ships 

will be sufficiently illustrated by the moie _t J ^ discretion of ordering 

and passenger-ships. In respect ’ themselves but of healthy persons also whom 

the disembarkation not only ot the quarantine. A certain 

it may be supposed for sanitary reasons to y P sufficient definiteness 

limit is admitted in respect to troop-sVups, bu t contaminat ed persons 

to enable me to appreciate its operation. It infected matter, its operation 

applies only to those who have been actually tou y ^ of selecting the passengers 
may possibly not be the subject of complaint, m i m ; n is te r e d injudiciously it may cause 
who are to disembark is entirely discretionary. those on w hom it operates. It is 

needless inconvenience, or suffering, or ev S h system of quarantine, that by 

thTto^L k t , wh£h J it “directed. Whether the new rules will have au oppressive 
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scheme as an amendment, and had gained so many Powers round to their view that it was 
useless to submit the Protocol to the Conference. 

The consequence was that I was imperfectly informed as to the precise resolutions 
that had been provisionally adopted, as well as to the reasons by which they were 
supported. 

Our general view was that we could not admit that the strength of the Egyptian 
Government in the Sanitary Council should be diminished unless the regulations were such 
as to make the British trade secure from vexatious interference. As at present advised it 
seemed to me we ought to insist on the general right to passage in quarantine if the 
Council was made a more purely international body than it v/as now. 

I did not reject the possibility of some plan being arranged by which the views of 
Great Britain and the other Powers could be accommodated. But I pointed out to him 
that Great Britain owned 77 per cent, of the tonnage which passed through the Canal; 
and that in the reformed Council, from which the Egyptian vote was to be to a great extent 
eliminated, six Powers which sent scarcely any tonnage to the Canal would have six times 
as much voting power as Great Britain. I feared that it would take some time to arrange 
a Council which should be fair to Great Britain if the Regulation gave an unfettered power 
of sending healthy persons to the lazaretto. 

It would hardly be possible for the Conference now to adjust this difficulty. I 
ventured to suggest that, in order to give time for a separate negotiation, the Conference 
should adjourn. His Excellency promised to lay the suggestion before his Government. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 84. 

Mr. Lowther to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received January 31, 8 A.M.) 

(Telegraphic.) Venice , January 30, 1892, midnight. 

ADJOURNMENT of Conference could not be arranged. Convention signed by all 
Powers except Turkey, Denmark, and Great Britain. We made declaration, asking for 
more time for consideration, and signed “ Protocole de Signature ” to that effect. 

We leave Venice to-day. 


No. 85. 

Memorandum by Sir Villiers Lister. 


Lord Salisbury, 

COUNT WYDENBRUCK (Austrian Secretary) called to-day to announce that 
M. Ribot had proposed to the Austrian Government that the Austrian, French, and British 
Governments should meet at Paris and settle by an “ entente 4 trois ” the outstanding 
points of the Sanitary Conference. 

The Austrian Government agree to Paris, and await your reply before naming their 
Delegate. 

I asked what the other Powers said about being left out, but Count Wydenbruck 
knew nothing further. 

T. V. L. 

Foreign Office , February 2, 1892. 


No. 86. 

The British Delegates to the Venice Sanitary Conference to the Marquis of Salisbury 

(Received February 4.) 

Mv Lord ^ ommerC * a ^ Venice , January 31,1892. 

y WE have the honour to submit to your Lordship a Report of the proceedings of the 
Sanitary Conference at Venice which has recently concluded its labours, and to which we 
had the honour of being appointed as the British Delegates. 

The Conference met on the 5th January, and at the first sitting proceeded to appoint 
Count d’Arco, Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs in the Italian Government, as its 

Chairman^io^ing . g a j. gt of the p owers represented and of the names of the Delegates 
who attended the Conference :— 

Germany. 

Ckmnt Leyden, Councillor of Legation, German Consul-General at Cairo. 

Dr. Kulp, German Delegate to the Alexandria Sanitary Board. 

Austria-Hungary. 

Count Kuefstein, Privy Councillor and Chamberlain to His Imperial, Royal, and 
Apostolic Majesty, his Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 
Chevalier Ch. de Gsiller, Consul-General for Austria-Hungary. 

Assistant Delegates , _ . tt ul 

Dr. Hagel, Austro-Hungarian Delegate to the Superior Council of Health at 

Constantinople. 

Dr. Karlinski, Military Doctor. 

Belgium. 

Dde| MLE? Beco, Secretary-General to the Ministry of Agriculture, Industry, and Public 
Works of Belgium. 

Denmark. 

DelC ^ount Knuth, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 

Egypt. 

Delegates— „ „ . T ,. 

Boutros Pasha, Under-Secretary of State for Justice. 

Dr. Mahmoud Sidky Pasha, Under-Director of the Administration of Sanitary 
Services and Public Health. 

Mr. Mi^ville, President of the Sanitary Board of Alexandria. 

Spain. 

Dele Don Silverio Baguer de Corsi y Ribas, Count de Baguer, Minister Resident. . 

Dr. Cortezo, Councillor of Health of Spain, Member of the Academy of Medicine, 
Deputy. 

France. 

^ \l. Barrhre, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary for France at 

Munich. 
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Dr * Services Pr ° feSSOr &t the FaCulty ° f Medicine > Inspector-General of Sanitary 

Dr * P f 0 France Dean ° f the Fa ° Ulty ° f Medicine » President of the Health Committee 
Dr. CateJan, Delegate to the Alexandria Board of Health. 


great Britain. 


Delegates— 

Mr. Jam e s W. Lowther, M.P., Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 
Dr. Mackie, British Delegate to the Alexandria Board of Health 

Secretary to the British Delegates— 

Mr. H. Farnall. 


Greece. 


Delegates— 

Dr. Zancarol, Greek Delegate to the Alexandria Board of Health. 
. Georges Argyropoulos, Greek Diplomatic Agent in Egypt. 


Delegates — taly. 

Count d’Arco Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

Marqu^OtrcMio^Consul-GMer^r 11 ^ 0 “ “ the **** for the ***«■ 

Assistant Delegates— 

D!“CftuT; H .f d ° f De P° rtraent '» ‘he Ministry for Foreign Affairs 
Ur. lorella, Delegate to the Alexandria Board of Health. ' 




Delegates— 

Dr‘ R,S eb r S ’ D iP lomati ? A S ent Consul-General. 

Dr. Ruysch, Councillor in the Netherlands Ministry of the Interior. 

Delegate- Portugal. 

Count de Macedo, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 

Delegate- Russia. 

M. Jonine, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 

Assistant Delegate— 

Baron Wrangel, First Secretary of Legation. 

Delegate_ Sweden and Norway. 

M. Bildt, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 

Delegates- Tu*m. 

i^^c^‘?^ Constontino ' )k Board ° f h**- 

.nd voice onlj, 
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The programme of the Conference was as follows :— 

“ I. Deliberations et decisions k prendre a l’egard de 1’arrangement sign<5 aLondres le 
29 Juillet, 1891, entre l’Autriche-Hongrie et la Grande-Bretagne relativement au transit 
en quarantaine par le Canal de Suez. 

“ 2. Modifications k introduire dans la constitution du Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et 
Quarantenaire d’Egypte, notamment:— 

“ (a.) En ce qui concerne la question de n’admettre dorenavant comme membres du 
Conseil que des mddecins diplftmes et regulterement salaries ou des Agents Consulaires de 
carri&re d’un rang non inferieur k celui de Vice-Consul. 

“ (6.) Revision des Reglements sanitaires actuellement en vigueur en Egypte, tels que 
le R&glement G6n£ral de Police Sanitaire, celui contre le cholera, ceux concernant les 
pHerins, la disinfection, &c. 

“ (c.) Institution d’un corps de Garde Sanitaire offrant les garanties nicessaires pour 
le service de transit en quarantaine. 

“ ( d .) Creation de ressources financi&res suffisantes pour couvrir les frais occasionnes 
par les modifications du service Sanitaire ci-dessus indiquees: entretien des itablissements 
quarantenaires, fourniture des appareils de disinfection, &c.” 

This programme was at once entered upon and discussed seriatim. 

As the Conference resolved itself into a General Committee at an early stage of its 
proceedings no formal record in the shape of a proces-verbal was kept, but the proceedings 
were summarized in a Report which has been drawn up by the Chairman, and will be 
eventually forwarded to your Lordship by the Italian Government. 

The first point of the programme was the discussion and settlement to be arrived at 
upon the Anglo-Austrian Agreement of the 29th July, 1891, respecting the transit in 
quarantine of vessels through the Suez Canal. 

The Agreement was submitted for the acceptance of the Conference by the Austro- 
Hungarian Delegate in a brief speech. Very little criticism was expended upon it until 
one of the French Technical Delegates, Dr. Proust, brought forward the French proposals, 
a copy of which we have the honour to inclose (Inclosure No. 1). 

Referring to previous Sanitary Conferences held in Paris in 1851 and 1852, at 
Constantinople in 1866, at Vienna in 1874, and at Rome in 1885, Dr. Proust pointed out 
that the object of all those Conferences had been to endeavour to discover a means of pre¬ 
serving Europe against cholera, whilst the object of the Venice Conference seemed to be to 
provide for facilitating the admission of ships, even though infected, into the Mediterranean 
basin. Dr. Proust then dwelt on the impossibility of obtaining complete security against 
the contact of cholera-infected ships or of their occupants with the shore during their 
passage through the Suez Canal. He cited Dr. Koch as an authority for the statement that 
cholera had been communicated to Egypt in 1883 by the escape of a stoker, Mahommed 
Khalifa, from the ship “Tiraour.” 

He then proceeded to argue that if the right of passage in quarantine, under all 
circumstances, were to be allowed to British ships, it could not he refused to the ships of 
other nations, and that, if granted to all alike, it would be a source of great danger to those 
nations whose ports were comparatively near to the Suez Canal. 

Adverting to the precautions taken in the Anglo-Austrian Agreement for securing that 
a ship which has passed in quarantine shall take the prescribed course, viz., to a port of 
the United Kingdom, he commented on the impossibility of provision for their effectual 
enforcement, and cited the case of the “ Fulford.” The captain of this ship, he averred, 
had obtained permission to transit the Canal in quarantine upon the statement that he was 
bound for a British port, but had, in fact, arrived at Pauillac. 

Dr. Proust also pointed out the danger which arises for Europe if cholera breaks out 
in Egypt, and the difficulty of continuing the present state of things which does not reckon 
an Indian port as a foul port unless a widespread cholera epidemic is raging there. He 
then proceeded to expound the French proposals, which were as follows: The appoint¬ 
ment by the Quarantine Board of a staff of four doctors at Suez, one of whom would be 
always ready to visit a ship on her arrival, whether by day or night; the division ot ships 
into three classes, regardless of their bills of health, namely. Healthy, Suspected, and 
Infected. 

The details of the French proposals will appear from a perusal of Dr. Proust’s obser¬ 
vations. The principles upon which they arc founded ’are, that cholera is communicable 
by the dejections and vomit of the sick ; that the period of incubation in the human subject 
is comparatively short, say, five days, but that the infective germ mav retain its vitality for 
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a r 1 . 0n S time, even for a year, in fouled linen, &c.; that the germ can be destroyed by 
disinfection, preferably by the application oi damp heat under pressure; that the sick must 
therefore be landed at once, and that all persons with whom they may have been brought 
into contact, and to whom the germs of cholera may have been communicated, are sources 
of danger ; that all linen, clothes, &c., which have been, or could have been, in contact 
with the sick are equally sources of danger, and must be disinfected by exposure to a high 
degree of heat in order to destroy the cholera germs. Upon this principle, therefore, ships 
carrying a proper disinfecting apparatus and doctor would be subjected to a less rigorous 
treatment than the others, and, generally speaking, the antiquated system of long 
quarantines would be replaced by thorough disinfection, and in extreme cases by short 
periods of isolation. 

Dr. Proust quoted figures to show that if his system had been in force, only two ships 
out of 16,491 during the last five years would have come under the class of infected ships; 
and only fifty ships, during the last seven years under the class of suspected. These 
figures made a considerable impression upon the Conference. In the future, he urged, 
even this number would be reduced as further sanitary precautions came to be taken at the 
ports of departure and during the voyage. 

We found ourselves in a considerable difficulty in dealing with the French proposals 
by reason of the fact, that we were wholly without notice of their character or scope before 
the sitting of the Conference in which they were actually propounded. There is no doubt 
that if they had been communicated to us before our arrival at Venice we should have had 
an opportunity of fully considering them, and seeking for advice from those best able to 
give it upon some of the numerous details which they involved, and upon the effect likely 
to be produced on British shipping. 

At the next meeting of the Conference, however, we replied at full length in a speech 
delivered by Mr. Lovvther, a copy of the Report of which we have the honour to inclose 
(Inclosure No. 2). We laid stress upon the possibility of discovering means of precluding 
all possibility of contact between a ship passing in quarantine and the shore. We pointed 
out that the Anglo-Austrian Agreement left to every nation full liberty of action as to the 
prophylactic measures which it might deem advisable to adopt. We dwelt upon the 
unreasonableness of stereotyping any particular system in view of the rapid march of 
science, and we combated the value of the particular cases cited by Dr. Proust. 

The Anglo-Austrian Agreement, however, received scarcely any other active support. 
The Russian, Spanish, Portuguese, Turkish, and Belgian Delegates supported the French 
proposals, urging different points in their favour, whilst the Ecu ptian Delegates expressed 
themselves as favourable to the proposals for the passage in quarantine. 

As it soon became evident to us that the Conference would not be prepared to accept 
the Anglo-Austrian Agreement in its entirety, we proceeded to examine very carefully the 
French proposals, with a view to obtaining modifications in them in the direction of 
the principles contained in the Anglo-Austrian Agreement. 

It appeared to us that whilst they were not of such a nature as Great Britain herself 
would have adopted for her own use in her own ports, yet that they were at all events a 
great advance upon anything which the European Powers had hitherto found themselves 
able to accept. 

We are aware that the proposed arrangements differ in certain points from the Local 
Government Board’s order of 1890, notably in that they provide for the detention and 
isolation as “ suspected persons ” not only of those having an ailment suspected of being 
likely to prove to be cholera, but treat as suspected persons all, even the healthy 
who have been in contact with the choleraic; and that they further provide for the 
detention of “ suspected ” persons for five days instead of two, as required under the Local 
Government Board Regulation. But we are convinced that public opinion in Egypt would 
not concur in the enactment of the Local Government Board Regulations, pure and simple 
in that country, and we think that even if they could be enacted in Egypt the 
Local Government Board Regulations might be regarded by the Mediterranean Powers as 
affording an insufficient protection to Egypt. Ships leaving Egyptian ports might, in such 
circumstances, be treated as “suspected” in Mediterranean ports, to the great incon¬ 
venience of all interested in Egyptian trade and navigation. ° 

Indeed, several points in the French proposals seemed to be of a character advan¬ 
tageous to British shipping, e.g„ the proposal that ships should be treated accordino to 
their actual sanitary condition, and not according to the sanitary condition of °the 
port of departure; that disinfection should, i .. the case of suspected ships, supersede 
quarantine, and that in the case of infected ships, they should be sent for five days to 
Moses’ Wells (which is close to Suez), instead of as now for seven or ten days to 
Tor, which is about 125 miles south of Suez. 
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Eventually after some negotiation, the French proposals were modified in accordance 

Wlth T^ie & mod^fied T’rerfch^iroposalBl'a^opy of which we beg to inclose (Inclosure No. 3), 
differ from the original French proposals m several important particulars, namely. 

1 The period during which a case of cholera must have occurred to bring ships into 

the infected class was reduced from eight days to seven. . 

the tMemeoc even( . of g case of cholera occurring amongst the crew, the defection was 

limited to the dirty linen of the crew instead of to that of the whole ship. 

3 Mail and iassenger steamers coming under the suspected class were permitted to 
pass in quarantine at on?e if they carried a doctor, and could show that disinfection had 

P^'l- iflhe case of cholera had occurred 

fom'tppn davs before arrival, and if the ship was in a sanitary condition. 

5. If the outbreak of cholera was confined to a particular part of the ship (being a 
mail or passenger ship), the sanitary authority at Suez was to exercise its discretion in 

deeidinff how far, if at all, disembarkation was necessary. 

6 In the case of troop-ships with a doctor, and a disinfecting apparatus on board, 
such doctor was to point out the infected or suspected compartments, and only the persons 

occujqringjhem wer^the^chief points in which the original French proposals 

were subjected to modification. In this state they were again submitted for discussion to 
the Conference on the 23rd January, and were generally accepted by the Delegates piesent. 
Acting under your Lordship’s instructions, however, we moved an amendment to the effect 
fhat tLsport and passenger ships, bound direct for a port of the United Kingdom, should 
transit the Canal in quarantine, notwithstanding the fact that they might come under t e 
category of infected ships. This amendment was generally opposed on the ground that 
large transports with great numbers of men on board in a somewhat crowded condition 
were amongst the most dangerous class of ships, if “ mfooted, and tha no reason existed 
why Great Britain should receive exceptionally favourable treatment in this respect This 
view was generally accepted; but the German, Austrian, and Italian Delegates voted for 
our amendment, on theground that it came within the provisions of the Anglo-Austrian 

Agreement which they had been instructed to support. . r , . n . 

° We subsequently ascertained that if the amendment had been drafted so as to refer to 
British ports with a view to including Gibraltar and Malta we should have lost the support 
of the Austrian and German Delegates, and possibly even that ot the Italian. 

Another amendment which we subsequently proposed was accepted. Under its 
terms mail and passenger ships finding themselves in the infected c.ass would be permitted 
to go forward ^quarantine at once after disembarking the sick and suspected cases, and 

aftei disinfect^^ amen( j ment was proposed, the discussion upon the French modified 

PrOP Befoce proceeding 1 to report to your Lordship the action of the Conference upon the 
other parts of the programme, we desire to offer a few remarks upon the chaiactei of the 

French modified proposals as accepted by the Conference. . 

The chief point in them is the admission, for which some of our Navigation 
Companies have long contended, that the sanitary condition of a ship must be judged by 
the state of the ship itself, and not by the state ot the port of departure. 

Under the existing Regulations of the Board, a ship arriving at Suez from a fou poit. 
is subjected to a period of quarantine varying from six days to twenty-four hours, 
accord ng to the length of its journey, and is further subjected to disinfection, and to 
disembarkation of susceptible cargo before being permitted to enter the Canal. 

During the five years from 1887 to 1891, inclusive, it appears tha no less then 516 
ships were°so detained at Suez. If the French modified proposals had been m force 
d irin- that period, all these ships would have passed in free pratique without any 
detention. In addition to this, 81 ships which passed the Canal in quarantine during the 
said period of five years, for one cause or another, would have also received free pratiq 

at ^Again, under the existing Regulations of the Board, a ship is held to be infected if she 
has had a case of cholera on board at any time however remote during her voyage, and is 
subject to seven days’ quarantine at Tor, accompanied by disinfection of the ship and 

susceptible objects. (Q circum8tances op(m which it is unnecessary for us to dwell, 

ships, which would in the ordinary course have been sent to Tor for seven days quaran- 
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tine, &c., have, by special decisions of the Maritime Sanitary and Quarantine Board of 
Egypt, been permitted to transit the Canal in quarantine. 

It is impossible to predict how far, if at all, British navigation can rely upon an inter¬ 
mittent exemption being accorded by the Board to such cases; but it would certainly seem 
desirable to abrogate a rule which is continually though not in all cases suspended, and as 
to which the constant demands for exemption only serve to create friction amongst the 
members of the Board itselfj which an equitable and clearly established procedure would 
allay. 

following is a Table showing the number of cases during the last seven years in 
which ships under the category of infected either performed quarantine at Tor, or passed 
the Canal in quarantine by reason of a special vote of the Board:— 


List of Ships which arrived at Suez having a Case or having had Cases of Cholera on 
Board during the last Seven Years. 




Ships which did 
Quarantine at Tor. 

Ships which passed in 
Quarantine owing to 
decision of Board. 

Total. 

1885 .. 


7 

6 

13 

1886 .. 


3 

2 

5 

1887 .. 


0 

5 

5 

1888 .. 


0 

3 

3 

1889 .. 


1 

8 

9 

1890 .. 


0 

1 

1 

1891 .. 

•• 

2 

5 

7 



13 

30 

43 


Average per annum, 6| ships. 


A further Table, copy of which we inclose (Inclosure No. 4), gives particulars re¬ 
specting each of the ships which arrived at Suez under the category of “ infected ” durin" 
the last eleven years. ° 

It will be observed that had the modified French proposals been in force during the 
last seven years, only two cases would have been under them classed as infected ships, and 
the remainder (forty-two) would have been classed as suspected ships, and, furthermore, 
that of those forty-two ships no less than thirty-nine would have come under the provision 
for ships on which the cholera had broken out more than fourteen days before arrival 
at Suez. 

An objection to the adoption of the French proposals which presents itself lies in the 
proposed medical inspection of British ships by a doctor possibly of a nationality different 
to our own, and trained perhaps in a different school of thought upon hygienic questions 
especially those relating to cholera. On this point we have only to observe— 

1. That a thorough medical inspection is now required by the existing Regulations 

and takes place in every case. s * 

2. The present sanitary authority therefore now decides upon the condition and 
category of the ship. 

3. It is only in doubtful cases that the Board at Alexandria is called upon to arrive 
at a decision as to the treatment to be applied. 

°phfion of the doctor must in the future, as it is now, be founded on, and be 
justified by, the ship’s papers, especially by the log, by the doctor’s journal, and by the 
register of drugs issued. It may be added that at present, where a ship is held by the 
sanitary authority at Suez to have had cholera on board, this finding is usually based not 
on any declaration by the master, but on the evidence of the ship’s papers. 

The second part of the programme prepared for the Conference related to the 
reorganization of the Board. 

The Board consists of a President, appointed by the Egyptian Government: the 
Inspector-General, who acts as Vice-President, also appointed by the Egyptian Govern¬ 
ment ; the Comptroller of the Egyptian Lighthouse Service; the Chief Medical Officer of 
the Government Hospital at Alexandria; the Director-General of Customs; the Comp¬ 
troller of the port of Alexandria; the Sanitary Inspector of Alexandria; the Veterinary 
Inspector of Lower Egypt; and a Doctor of the Government Hospital at Alexandria 
together with a single Representative appointed by the Governments of each of the 
.following countries, namely, Germany, Great Britain, Austria-Hungary, Belgium, 



Denmavx, Spain, France, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Russia, Sweden and 
Norway, and Turkey; making a total of twenty-three members. 

The presence of the foreign members is doubtless due to the fact that, under tne 
Capitulations, many acts cannot be carried out with regard to foreigners and foreign ships 
without the concurrence of a Representative of the Consulate interested. 

The Austro-Hungarian Delegate, in a statement—copy of which is me osed (Inclo¬ 
sure No. 5)—which he made in explanation of the Agreement of the 29th July, 1891, did 
not state verv clearly the reasons which led his Government to desire a reorganization oi 
the Board; but it was evident that the Austro-Hungarian Government wished to reduce the 
number of Egyptian Delegates because it was held that their votes, although lar from 
constituting a majority, prevented those Powers who were anxious to see greater precau¬ 
tions taken against the introduction of disease into Europe from realizing their desire, in 
the statement of the Austro-Hungarian Delegate, above referred to, it is said that two 
currents of opinion have long been apparent at the Board; the one supported by Great 
Britain, favoured the free passage of all ships through the Canal, whether infected or not, 
the other opinion demanded that the existing Regulations with regard to such ships should 
be strictly enforced; but those who held the latter opinion had never been able to obtain 
a majority to prevent exceptional treatment being granted to particular ships by special 

decisions of the Board. . „ , , . . 

The Austro-Hungarian Delegate went on to state that a Khedivial Decree had at first 
been requisite for the passage of every infected vessel, but that it had gradually become 
the rule for infected ships to be allowed to pass in quarantine, in circumstances which, to 
many Powers, did not appear to offer auy sufficient guarantee for the protection of Europe 
from infection; that in 1886, Austria-Hungary had proposed to suspend the passage in 
quarantine of infected ships until additional precautions could be agreed upon; that this 
proposal failed to obtain a majority at the Board, and that the transit of infected ships had 
continued as before. These were the only grounds which were alleged even indirectly m 
support of the proposal to reduce the number of Egyptian votes; but it was evident that 
most of the Delegates were of opinion that the number of Egyptian members on the 
Board was too large, and tended to diminish the confidence which the Board should 

^ The desires put forward semi-officially by the Austro-Hungarian Delegate were not, 
however, limited to the number of the Egyptian Delegates at the Board; they extended to 
its character, and to the internal working of the Boards Executive Department. The 
officers of the Board are under the immediate control of the President. 1 he Austro- 
Hungarian Delegate informed us that there was a desire that this arrangement should 
cease ; that the Presidency should be given to the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs; 
and that the Vice-Presidency should be held in rotation by the various foreign membeis, 
and that the quarantine officials and the staff of the Board should be placed under t e 
direction of a number of Committees elected by the Board from among its own members. 

We urged that direction by a number of Committees, the members of which would 
be continually changing, was by no means calculated to secure the proper execution of 
the Board’s Regulations and orders; that, moreover, the Board was charged with what was 
in fact a branch of the Egyptian Administration ; that m these circumstances the Executive 
must not be deprived of its Egyptian character, and that its general direction must be 
confided to an Egyptian official, as at present. We should add that it was also proposed 
to change the Board’s present title of “ Maritime^ Sanitary and Quaiantine Board of 

Egypt ” to “ International Sanitary Board of Egypt.” uni* 

In our opposition to both these proposals we had the support of the French Delegates, 
who maintained that the Board was a part of the Egyptian Administration, and must 
remain so, although it would continue to have a certain international character : (1) because 
of the presence of the Representatives of the European Powers; and (2) because its 
duties are not confined to the protection of Egypt alone, but also include the protection of 

Europe from infection through Egypt. ... » 

We would take this opportunity of observing that we do not think that it will be 
possible in the future for any Power to maintain, as lias been done more or less openly m 
times past, that the Board at Alexandria is in the true sense of the word international, 
or that it is anything other than a part of the administration of Egypt, existing primal i y 
for the protection Sf Egypt; but we found all the members of the Conference to be 
decidedly of opinion that cholera was endemic in India and in certain countries beyond 
India, and that those regions were never wholly free from cholera; while, as a rule, Europe 
was happily free from that disease, and that this fact placed Egypt and the Suez Canal in 
an exceptional position, and imposed the moral obligation on all Powers to c ^®P ei ^e m 
order to prevent cases of cholera, and articles capable of conveying the infection of 
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cholera, from being brought either to Egypt itself, or through Egypt into the Mediterranean 
basin. 

It was readily acknowledged that Egypt and the Suez Canal were not the sole 
channels through which cholera might come to Europe, and that, on the contrary, some of 
the European epidemics had come from the East by land; on the other hand, communica¬ 
tions by land between East and West were very slow, while sea communication via Egypt 
was very rapid and very frequent, and was every day increasing both in rapidity and 
frequency. In these circumstances, it was argued all reasonable precaution should be taken 
to prevent infection by that route, although absolute immunity could not thereby be secured. 
In the same manner, it was maintained that disinfection could not be guaranteed to be in 
every case effectual, still it would in most cases be effectual, and should not therefore be 
omitted. 

The French Delegates agreed with us, that the system of directing Committees 
would not work satisfactorily, and, further, that in this matter no change was necessary, 
inasmuch as the Executive of the Board had, notwithstanding many adverse circumstances, 
been brought to a very high state of efficiency. 

The result of our communications with the French and the Austro-Hungarian Delegates 
was that in the end it became apparent that the reorganization of the Board would not 
extend beyond a reduction in the number of the Egyptian Delegates. 

In the scheme for the reorganization of the Board, laid before us semi-officially by 
the Austro-Hungarian Delegate, it was proposed that the Egyptian members should be 
reduced to one. 

The French Delegates would not agree that the Egyptian Government should com¬ 
mand more than three votes and the President’s casting vote. On this matter being 
brought before the Conference, eleven States, namely, Belgium, Denmark, Spain, France, 
Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Russia, Sweden and Norway, and Turkey 
supported the French view, and two only, namely, Great Britain and Germany, were in 
favour of retaining as many as four Egyptian votes, besides the casting vote of the 
President. The Austro-Hungarian Delegate, while stating lhat he was prepared to agree 
to the retention of one Egyptian member more than the French Delegates would consent 
to retain, expressed a decided preference for the French proposal. The Ottoman 
Delegates were also in favour of reducing the Egyptian vote to the figure proposed by 
France. 

It has already been stated that the existing Regulations are not in all cases strictly 
enforced; they are very usually relaxed in favour of ships which have had cholera on 
board, but no fresh case for a considerable number of days, provided the ship and 
all contaminated effects have been disinfected. Such cases do not usually come to the 
knowledge of the Board’s officers until the ship arrives at Suez, and, in order to save time, 
the question whether the ship shall be sent to Tor to perform the quarantine required bv 
the Regulations, or whether she shall transit the Canal at once in quarantine, is submitted 
to each member by a Circular from the President: great objection has been made to this 
system, and proposals for its abolition found much support. We pointed out that even 
with Regulations acquiesced in by all parties, and which could therefore be enforced 
without making exceptions in favour of particular ships, matters would still occasionally 
arise which would require immediate settlement. To meet this difficulty, it was proposed 
and agreed that a Permanent Committee should be created, consisting of the President, 
the Vice-President, and two foreign Delegates (changing from time to time), and that, if 
not already a member, the Delegate of the nationality interested in the question to bo 
settled should be added to the Committee. 

The Austro-Hungarian proposal, mentioned in the programme, regarding the rank of 
members of the Board, was doubtless intended to raise its general character. The 
provision that the foreign members shall in future be duly qualified medical practitioners, or 
be of a rank not inferior to that of Vice-Consul, was unanimously accepted, and will not 
be without its advantages. 

The third subhead of the programme, which related to the establishment of a 
sanitary guard, was met by the agreement to create a body of ten men, to be, if possible, 
retired non-commissioned officers of European armies or of the Egyptian army. 

The last question in the programme related to the Board’s finances. 

Although the Board is a part of the Egyptian Administration, and although its officials 
are pensioned from funds at the disposal of the Egyptian Government, it derives the 
greater part of its revenue from certain taxes and fees on ships, persons, and merchandize 
arriving in Egypt. The revenue and expenditure of the Board vary from year to year, and 
are on so small a basis that it often happens that an increased expenditure in any particular 
year may not be accompanied by any increase in revenue: for some years the revenue 


67 


largely exceeded the expenditure, and a considerable reserve fund was accumulated ; sa 
larae indeed, that the Board decided to abolish, temporarily at least, the fees levied for 
the°disinfection of merchandize. These fees were altogether out of proportion to the value 
and cost of the operation, which were nil; since then the Boards revenue has not sufficed 
to meet its expenditure; the balance has been found by drawing on the reserve fund. It 
is by no means improbable that, before the reserve fund is exhausted, a balance m favour 

of revenue may be produced by an increase in the yield of existing taxes. 

The Conference had, however, to consider the existing deficit, as well as the extra 
expenditure that would be incurred by putting into operation the new sanitary system, m 
favour of which it had pronounced the decided opinion referred to in the earlier part; ot 
this despatch. It was impossible at Venice to form an accurate estimate either ot the 
initial cost of the new system, or of the annual expenditure which it would entail. In 
these circumstances, it was decided that the Egyptian Government and the Board should 
frame an estimate of expenditure, and should agree upon the manner m which the required 
revenue should he raised; the Conference merely suggested certain sources whence it 

might perhaps be drawn. . , , _ . . , ,, x, 

The Board’s General Regulations and its Special Cholera Regulations, and the Regu¬ 
lation for the transit of the Suez Canal, were revised in accordance with the system 
advocated by the Conference when considering the first part of the programme. 

A Committee, consisting of the Technical Delegates to the Conference, drew up a 
Report in regard to the sanitary measures which it would be well, m order to avoid or 
arrest outbreaks of cholera on board ship, to take at the port of departure and during the 
voyage. This Report was accepted by the Conference as a general recommendation to 

navigation, but not as a part of the Board s Regulations. . „ , 

The revision of the Special Regulations regarding the plague and yellow fever and 
for the prevention of diseases among animals was left to the Board. 

The Pilgrim Traffic Regulations were amended in certain particulars ; but, as the 
pilgrims affected by these Regulations are not British subjects, and as the number of 
Cypriot pilgrims is small, the matter appeared to us to be of minor importance to Great 

The Conference also agreed to make certain recommendations to the Board, in view of 
improving the accommodation existing at Tor, the quarantine station for pi gmns 
returning to Egypt, or through Egypt, from the Holy Places m the Hedjaz. 

After these points had been settled, a Convention recording them was prepared and 
signed. We annex a copy of this document (Inclosure No. 6). The Delegates of Belgium, 
France Greece, Italy, and Russia signed without any reservation ; the Delegates of 
Austria-Hungary, Germany, Portugal, and Spain signed ad referendum ;; the Danish and 
the Ottoman Delegates were unable to sign, as they were not provided with the necessary 
power to do so. The Netherlands Delegate signed the Convention, but declared that his 
Government was prepared to admit for mail-ships the amendment F°P osed ^’ 1S > and 
Sat the principle of the amendment were to come into force, the Netherlands Govern¬ 
ment would P claim its benefit for mail-ships running to Netherlands ports. Ihe Delegate 

f01 S Icting a undCT° r the y instructions conveyed in your Lordship’s despatch No. 6 of the 
29th instant we did not sign the Convention. It was too late when the above-mentioned 
Suctions ’reached us to propose an adjournment of the Conference Guided therefore, 
by the general nature of those instructions, we inserted in the Piotocole dc Signature 
n statement to the effect that Her Majesty’s Government required time to consider ceitam 
pmcUcafconsequenc^of the system that ’would be established by the Convention, and that 
we had therefore abstained from signing that instrument. 

We desire, in conclusion, to express our thanks to Sir lhomas Sutherland, M.P., 
Chairman of the Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company, who travelled to 
Venice at considerable inconvenience to himself m order to place at our disposal his 
intimate knowledge of the details of British shipping communications with India and with 
the Far East- and at the same time, we wish to place on record our appreciation of the 
great services and ready assistance which Mr. II. Farnall, C.M.G., at all tunes rendered to 
the Delegation, of which he was appointed the Sccretar>^^ ^ 

(Signed) ^ JAMES W. LOWTHER. 
k J. MACKIE. 
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Inclosure 1 in No. 86. 

Observations pre'sente'es par M. le Dr. Proust au nom de la Delegation Frangaise snr les 

Modifications a introduire dans VArrangement Austro-Anglais au sujet du Passage du 

Canal de Suez en Quarantaine. 

LA question qui fait le sujet de cettc Conference est une des plus importantes de 
l’liygiene internationale. Aussi bien que la nature de 1’arrangement Austro-Anglais ne 
nous convienne pas sur tous les points, nous uvods conseille au Gouverneraent Fran?ais, 
qui nous a fait l’honneur de nous consulter, d’accepter 1’invitation qui lui etait adressee, 
de discuter cet arrangement. 

Je.ferai toutefois une remarque relativement a la Conference actuelle, qui nous parait 
differer, au moins pour la forme, des Conferences anterieures. A Paris en 1851 et 1852, 
a Constantinople en 1866, k Vienne en 1874. (dejaa cette epoque je reprdsentais la France 
a cette Conference et j’en suis aujourd’hui ici le seul survivant), 5. Rome en 1885, ou je me 
trouvais avec mes deux colfegues Brouardcl et Ruysch, dans toutes ces reunions, le 
programme general etait uniquement celui-ci: la protection de I’Europe contre l’importa- 
tion du chofera. A la Conference de Yenise, au contraire, on parait surtout se pifeoccuper 
du libre passage des navires, qu’ils soient infectds ou non du cholera, puisque PArticle du 
Protocole est ainsi con 9 u: “ Les batiments Anglais a destination d’un port du Royaume- 
Uni, infectds ou non, seront libres de passer le Canal de Suez en quarantaine.” De sorte 
qu’il semble bien qu’il ne s’agit que des interets du commerce. 

Le programme demande done le passage en quarantaine pour tous les navires venant 
de l’lnde et de l’Extr&me-Orient, qu’ils soient infectes ou non. Or, le passage en quaran¬ 
taine, formula ainsi, nous semble presenter de graves inconvenients. 

Le Canal de Suez, en effet, est fort etroit dans quelques-unes de ses parties. Les 
communications sont difficiles a ernpeclier sur beaucoup de points et dans les endroits de 
garage. En outre, un certain nombre de chauffeurs sont pris a Port-Said et a Ismailia 
pour les navires se rendant dans l’Extreme-Orient, dont ils completent l’equipage. Au 
retour ces chauffeurs debarquent de nouveau, soit a Ismailia, soit a Port-Said. Or, il est 
bien difficile de les ernpeclier de debarquer. C’est, du reste, ainsi que le chofera a ete 
transmis en Egypte, en 1S83, par des chauffeurs qui debarquaient du “ Timour.” C’est 
l’opinion exprimee par la Delegation Allemande, dirigee par M. Koch, d’accord avec 
M. Mahe, notre Medecin Sanitaire a Constantinople, qui avait dte envoye en Egypte pour 
dtudier l’origine et la marche de cette epidemie choferique. 

Le passage en quarantaine ne peut etre, non plus, concede aux navires d’une seule 
Puissance, les Compagnies de Navigation des autres "Etats seraient fondees d reclamer 
contre line faveur qui les placerait, au point de vue de la duree du trajet, dans un etat 
d’inferiorite marquee. II doit done y avoir, a cc point de vue comme aux autres, entre les 
pavilions des diffeients l5tats, ^galite absolue. 

On sera done contraint, comme le propose d’ailleurs le Protocole, d’accorder cette 
faculte & toutes le Puissances de la Mediterranee. Or, comme la distance est tres 
courte entre Port-Said et la plupart de ces ports, le danger se trouvera sensiblement 
aceru. 

En outre, une fraude est toujours possible, malgre les precautions indiquees par le 
Protocole. . En 1890, un navirc Anglais, le “Fulford,” est venu debarquer a Pauillac bien 
que le Capitaine, pour obtenir le passage en quarantaine, se fut engage k aller directemeut 
en Angleterre.^ Or, il suffit d’une fraude pour qu’uu navire sur 1,000, par excmple, 
apporte le cholera en Europe et y provoque une i^piddmic pendant plusieurs anndes, causant 
une mortalite considerable et ramenant, pour la Mediterranee, I’Europe, et l’Anferique, les 
quarantines excessives et incolferentes, les troubles et les g6nes pour le commerce et la 
navigation, dont nous n’avons plus a souffrir en ce moment. 

Le passage en quarantaine, s’il peut etre accordd en principe, ne doit done letre que 
pour des cas speciaux et pour des navires ne pouvant compromettre la sante de l’Egypte 
de la Mediterranee, et de l’Europc. 1 5 

Je demande k la Conference de lui exposer comment nous comprenons que le 
programme Austro-Anglais puisse etre modiiie. 1 

La defense de l’Egypte et du Canal de Suez est d’autant plus importante que, lorsque 
le chofera a franchi ces barrferes, 1’Europe entfere est menacee, les diverses nations sont 
successivement envaliies, et, apr£s son importation en Europe, le chofera, comme cela a 
dtd prouve plusieurs fois, gagne PAnferique. 

Il est done d’un grand interct public d’exercer, a i’entree du Canal de Suez, une 
surveillance sdrieuse, de fa^on a ernpeclier la communication directe entre les ports de 
FInde et de l’Extreme-Orient, d’un c6te, et l’Egypte et la Mdditerraifee de l’autre. 


Cette surveillance est d’autant plus nlcessaire que nous ne ^fort'de' 

tnf’que”* port nS^s le'sii^d’me^de que le chollra s'y montre 

Mediteiranee ex en , nfedecins et un chef de service medical 

Uno porJ SnnSe,°fe long d ? u Canal, de faqon » emplcher les comnrun.cat.ons 

COn,P U„ m “e„,ent de disinfection, un hdpital, devraientt Mre cries au. Sources de 
Moise, pour to passagers des navires ordmaires, Gebel Tor continuant a recover 

PMe Ts’agil?LentenanTde prlciser le traitement pouvant etre accorde a chaque catlgone 
de navires. 

Ces navires se divisent en trois classes: 

Navires Indemnes. 

Navires Suspects. 

Navires Infectes. 

Name, Indemnes.-U s navires reconnus indemnes, apvlsvisile mid“«>nt 
contre les navires avec patente brute. 

Navires Suspects, ejest-it-dire navires ayant eu des cas de choUSra au ®°® ent d “ 
of mAme nendant la traversed, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis huitjoms. Les 
navires ^eront’traitls d’une fa 5 o„ ditto suivant qu’ils cut ou n’ont pas a bord un 

mldedn et une etuve ^ ^ une <*uve re mplissant les conditions voulues 

v*v. Les navnes y ouarantaine dans des conditions de precaution a 

scrent adnns dr ole j"rait dans 1c Canal ou plus loin le cas 

2SK5L£t u n p“s S quo e ,e navire posslde routillage necessaire : le nmdeem et 

Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medecin ni l’ltuve, seront retenus aux 
Sources de Moise le temps nlcessaire pour oplrer la disinfection du lingo sale du lmge de 
corps et autres objets suseeptibles, et s’assurer de l’etat sanitaire du navire. 

Navires Infectes, e’est-a-dire ayant du cholera a bord^ ou ayant prosente des cas 
nouvS de cholera depuis huit jours. Ils se divisent eux-m6mes en navires avec medecin 

Ct *T) ~ Itave seront arretls aux Sources de Moise les 

malades debarques et isoles dans un lrbpital ou une infirmerie speciale. La desmfectron 

SCra Lfauti^pT^ isoles par groupes aussi pen nombreux que possible 

de ton 5 ce que l’enscmble ne soit pas solidaire dun groupe particulier, si le choleia 
dc iayon a ce q usage, les vetements de 1 equipage et 

vonait il s’y developpc • ^ n “ le navire. Il esl bien entendu qu’il ne s>git pas 

du S cfechargcment complct des marchandises qui ne transmettent pas le cholera, mais seule- 

,nCnt ^^^;iS™ScU"itblissement des Sources de Moise Lorsque 
I.cb pabbcipL » i v. _ ij * . . , 1 , 11 'Pfi f i e 1’isoleinent pc 


le 


s cu^d^diofem 1 reinonteront k plusieurs jours, la duree de l’isolement pourra 6tre 

jours par l’autoritf Sanitaire aprfes la desinfection opdr^e, si le navire possMe un me ecm 
et une 6tquand le navire est i^econnu sain, 

IUeSU Or, rnavi^entrent 1 en chacune de ces 

classes. T 

[5011 







mtmsssm 




70 


71 


En 1886, il est passe par le Canal de Suez 3,100 navires; en 1887, 3137; en 1888, 
3,440; en 1889, 3,425 ; et en 1890, 3,389. 

Voyons maintenant combien il est pass6 de navires infectes et de navires suspects. 

De 1885 & 1891 il n’est passd que deux navires infectds. Ces deux navires sont 
passes en 1886, c’dtaient “ l’Euphrate” et le “ Golfe du Mexique,” venant l’un de Bombay, 
l’autre de Calcutta. 11s avaient eu du cholera six jours, tous deux, avant l'arrivee a Suez. 
L'un avait eu six cas, l’autre cinq cas. 

Quant au nombre des navires suspects ayant passe le Canal, il est le suivant:— 

En 1885, il a 6te de 13 ; en 1886, de 6 ; en 1887, de 4 ; en 1888, de 8 ; en 1889, 
de 9; en 1890, d’un seul, precisement le “Fulford;” et en 1891, dc 7. 

Par consequent, voila cinquante navires seulement qui, en sept ans, auraicnt et 6 
arret^s pendant le temps ndcessaire pour la disinfection aux Sources de Moise, et encore, 
sur ces cinquante navires, il en est trente qui ont passe le Canal en quarantaine, de sorte 
que vingt seulement se seraient trouves dans la situation de navires suspects, reterius 
a Suez pour y subir la disinfection. 

Ainsi done, en total, vingt navires suspects retenus a Suez et deux navires infectis, 
pendant l’espace de sept ans. 

Or, je le demande : Y a-t-il pariti entre cette gine insignifiante pour vingt-deux 
navires en sept ans, sur plus de 20,000 navires, et le danger d’importer de nouveau 
le cholera en Europe en supprimant toute mesure protectrice et en laissant passer librement 
le Canal aux navires infectis ? 

J’ajouterai que, si l’on prenait plus de precautions dans les mesures au point de 
dipart et pendant la traversee, on aurait encore it reduire ce chiffre deja si minime. 
La tendance de la science sanitaire actuelle est, en effet, du substituer aux mesures que 
l’on prend a l’arrivie, les mesures it prescrire au point de dipart et pendant la traversie. 

Si, en effet, dans les rigions containinies, on prenait la precaution de ne laisscr 
embarquer aucun linge sale on infecti sans le desinfecter, si on prescrivait les mesures de 
disinfection pendant la traversie, le chiffre si minime dont nous avons parli se trouverait 
encore diminui et presque annihili. Mais pour arriver a la suppression absolue des 
mesures rcstrictives, il ne faut rien precipiter. Il faut, pour iviter les reactions, une 
grande prudence. J’ajouterai que si, apris la suppression de toute precaution, de toute 
garantie, comme de laisser passer en quarantaine les navires infectis par le Canal de Suez, 
un accident survenait, on reviendrait bien vite aux severites d’autrefois et les populations 
affolies redemanderaient les quarantaincs excessives que nous voulons supprimer peu it peu 
avec toute la prudence nicessaire, Nous avons toujours eu en vuc dc diminuer les 
entraves imposees au commerce et a la navigation, autant qu’elles pourraient itre 
restreintes, en sauvegardant d’une maniirc absolue les intcrcts supirieurs de la santi 
publique. Nous voulons substituer a d’intenninables quarantaincs devant forcement 
disparaltre en face des progris et de la rapiditi de la navigation, des mesures plus ration- 
nelles, plus scientifiques et offrant des garanties tout aussi efficaces. Nous espirons que la 
Confirence voudra bien nous suivre dans cette direction et modifier dans le sens que 
je viens d’indiquer les propositions qui lui sont soumises. Nous avons conscience d’avoir 
fait toutes les concessions possibles, dans l’etat actuel de la science, pour la protection de la 
santi publique. Vouloir aller plus loin ne serait pas compris par l’opinion et ne serait pas 
justifie par la science. 


Inclosure 2 in No. 86. 

Observations presentees a la Conference (constitute en Comite) pur son Excellence 
Mr. Lowther , Premier Delegue' Britannique, en re'ponse auv Observations exposees 
var M. le Dr. Proust, au nom de la Delegation Frangaise. 

Son Excellence Mr. Lowther .—Au commencement de son diseours, qui nous a si 
vivement intiressis, M. le Dr. Proust a fait remarquer que le Protocole Anglo-Autrichien 
a un autre but que celui vise par toutes les Conferences Sanitairies qui ont pricidi celle 
h. laquelle nous avons l’honneur d’assister. 

Jusqu’h present, nous a-t-il dit, on a cherche it empecher le cholera de s’approcher de 
nos c6tes, on a tachi d’iviter autant que possible que les vaisseaux entames, contamines, 
porteurs des g'ermes de la maladie, puissent arriver en Europe. Le Protocole, suivant 
mon tres honorable collegue, tendrait dans une direction toute contraire. Il permet, dit-il, 
aux vaisseaux infectes de passer librement dans la Mediterranie. 

Les Delegue's Britanniques ne peuvent sc placer it ce point de vuc; nous pensons 
que le Dr. Proust lui-mime n’insistera pas sur l’opinion qu’il a emise sur ce point. 

Bien loin de l’effet qu’on lui a attribue, le Protocole vise pour le Canal de Suez des 



contientune disposition entierement nouvetle, notammem, i« tekpamme P 
le nom et la destination de cheque uavire transient le Canal en quaiantame 
communiques par voie tdldgraphique aux Puissances mteressees. 

Si nous avons bien saisi la manierc de voir de notre tres honorable _ collegue le Canal 
Maritime constitue pour lui une barriere naturelle centre 1 intireductioni du^ cholera en 
Fnrnne nuisau’on pent v arreter les vaisseaux qui pourraient portei les gumes de la 

publique « fa'ut y arrfte to- les « 
suspects, et leurfairo subir, avant leur entree dans le Canal, un tiaitero 1 
de Lire it la santd publique de l’Europe et surtout de 1 Europe meraboMle. 

PAt-on etablir a Suez une barnere toujours et inoontestablemcut nMlibtai«nt 
infranchissable au cholera, fut-il absolument sur que cc e . . ‘ avons 

contre toute invasion cbolerique, alors nous avouenons que les proportions quo 
eeoutd hier avec un si vif intdret, seraient dignes d un grand sacnfice. 

Mais franehement en est-il ainsi ? 

Peut-on de cette maniere rend re l’Europe inattaquable. .. ^ 

Notre tr£s honorable collegue peut-il gavantir a cetbe Confeience 
l’Europe que le systeme rccommandd par lui, une fois adopte, mettia 

M^'peulemment nmi dU Tout'derniiirement nous avons vu eclater le cholera sur les cotes 

de la Cettf TnSf mtaie le cholera s’est produit il Damas: le systtmo que l'on nous 
demande d’adopter ne saurait certes empecher un pared incident de se i6p 

Nous’sommes^hargds'dc ooncilier les demandes les justes 
avec les demandes dc l’hygidno publique telle qu’on la comprend dans les divers pare 

le Dr Proust l’en suis convaincu, nous tiendra compte entre les premiere de la 

"Zes questions posers dans le programme prepare 
Austro-Hon-rois, pdnetres du desir de trouver les moyens piopics A realisci 1, one - 
que nous cherchons tous. 11 nous sera pcnUtro perm is de an re-^server pu , kq 
que la base de nos deliberations d’aprfe le Fogrrunme de la C°.*e . c U .otocolo 

du 29 Juillet dernier. Mais les observations de M. I ioust se passaiem 
pL m s emnplet. Il nous propose un system enticement nouvoam 
1 Pour le moment nous nous limiterons aux objecet.ons ,qua> ouleve-. ? r i c |, ie n 

'“-St t S Dr P Proust 3S&x dao. .,s 

° nenZt CarSt en garc? Devons-nous serieusement contender l’klee qu'un 
bien j endant un auet en »a terr0 oul . s0 trouver trempe sur les bords du 

individu se jette dans Je Canal o P V oisines des agents de la Compagme 

Canal, au milieu d’un desert? La presence aux,gareb » ^ le navil . e est , 

“ - * - 

village, de toute cachette contribue h facilitei a smvei mainticn sous observation 

Le systeme de notre tvbs honorable colI gue ex ge le maintoi ^ ^ de 

de centaines de personnes, aux Sources de Mo se 11 « » c f rtion d’un 

ces personnes ne s’ecbappc, 11 est tout aussi facile de 1 > un seul c6 te du 

navirc qui se trouve le long d un quai c 8 a C S • ^ ous j ns istons qu’on pout avec 
batiment est en communication mime m e av ‘ * j nartie du navirc (jut est prbs 

facility maintenir une surveillance absolument soit qu’ill se placent 

de terre, soit que les Gauhens so p a c . surveillance d’un bi\timent 

sur le quai ou bien sur les deux. U ne pane pas 





«n marche, elle ne prdsente aucune difficult^. Pour ce qui concerne la surveillance 
de nuit, elle sera largement facilitee par la lumi&re electrique qui fonctionne sur les 
navires transitant le Canal. Les arrets it Ismailia ne sont pas une source de danger; il ne 
se font pas pr&s de la ville, mais au contraire au milieu du LacTimsah, sans que le vaisseau 
sorte du chenal. 

M. Proust lui-meme n’abolit pas enticement le transit en quarantaine. Au contraire, 
la premiere categorie des navires suspects et la seconde catdgorie (B) des navires infectes 
passeront en quarantaine. II reconnait done que le transit en quarantaine peut s’effectuer 
sans^ danger, autrement le transit en quarantaine de ces deux categories de Mtiments 
ne signifierien. 

M. Proust nous a explique que la presence & bord d’un medecin et d’une etuve met 
les navires dc ces categories it m&me de traiter les nouveaux cas de choldra s’il s’en 
presentait; mais le medecin et 1’etuve ne peuvent dvidemment rien pour protdger l’Egypte 
si un individu atteint du cholera a l’etat d’incubation venait a s’<5chapper. 

Respectivement au chauffeur Mouhammed Iiahlifa, qui se serait evade en 1883 d’un 
navire quelconque et se serait rendu a Damiette, nous devons faire remarquer que ce cas 
est le seul qu’on ait cite, bien que des milliers de vaisseaux aient traversd le Canal. 
Et encore les preuves sont-elles extremement douteuses sur la question capitale, savoir 
s’il s’est reelleinent dvadd d’un vaisseau transitant cn quarantaine. II ne faudrait done 
pas trop insister sur cet incident. 

En deuxidme lieu, M. Proust objecte que le Protocole donne un privilege exclusif au 
pavilion Anglais; que les autres Puissances, il est vrai, sont libres de se revendiquer le nidme 
privilege. Mais dans ce cas l’extension du privilege constitue un danger. C’est, a-t-il dit, 
ou un privilege exclusif pour la navigation Anglaise, ou un danger pour la Mediterranee. 
Le Protocole est loin d’avoir le caractere que lui attribue notre tres honorable colldgue. Il 
ne nous donne aucun privilege exclusif; nous n’en cherchons pas. La Grande-Bretagne 
demande uniquement qu’il soit permis aux vaisseaux Britanniques, ne faisant pas escale 
dans un port Egyptien et destine h un port du Royaume-Uni, de suivre librement leur 
voie; elle demande que les vaisseaux Britanniques ne soient sournis qu’aux R&glements 
Sanitaires des autoritds Britanniques dans les ports du Royaume-Uni ou termine le voyage. 
La demande de la Grande-Bretagne a dejii ete appuyee par plusieurs Puissances dont 
le pavilion est largement represente dans la navigation du Canal. 

Chaque Gouvernement doit rcstcr maitre de la legislation reglant les conditions dans 
lesquelles il permetaux navires d’entrer dans ses ports. Il est evident que cette legislation 
differera de pays a pays scion leur situation geographique, leurs habitudes, et les croyances 
de la population. 

De cette maniere, et sous le systeme vise par le Protocole, chaque Puissance aurait 
pleine liberty, comme it present, respectivement a la legislation maritime sanitaire; elle 
imposerait, si bon lui semble, la surveillance de ses propres niedccins ou a bord de 
ses navires ou dans ses ports d’arrivee; elle appliquerait ses propres metliodes de 
propbylaxie. Nous demandous une meme liberte pour tous, nous ne demandons ni plus 
ni moins. Nous desirons laisser ii chaque Puissance une egale et pleine liberte. Nous ne 
desirous pas imposer a l’Egypte l’obligation de servir comme lazaret pour nos malades. 
Nous ne voulons aucunement charger ce pays d’un risque que nous croyons infiniment plus 
grand (pie celui du transit en quarantaine. 

L’nonorable Delegate de la France a traite cette question comme si tous les navires 
infectes allaient de 1’est a 1’ouest. Il n’a pas parle de cas, dont il y en a plusieurs, 
de navires infectes de cholera qui out transite le Canal dc 1’ouest a 1’est. Il y a notamment 
le cas u’un navire portant 12,000 homines h bord et qui a transite le Canal en 
quarantaine lc 1“ Decembrc, 188-1, bien qu’ii cette date il y eut le cholera a bord. Comment 
M. Proust traiterait-il un tel cas ? Nous recoinmande-t-il la construction dc lazarets 
et d’etuves a desinfection a Port-Said, l’etablissementd’un service mddical a ee dernier port 
aussi bien qu’a Suez ? Sinon, et s’il compte abolir le transit eu quarantaine, comment un 
navire arrivant a Port-Said, infecte ou suspect, passera-t-il lc Canal? Lc transit 
en quarantaine etant aboli, le libre transit d’un navire ayant le cholera ou les gennes du 
cholera a bord, ne presente-t-il aucun danger pour l’Egpvtc ? Le cas du navire Anglais, 
le “Fulford,” que M. Proust a cite et sur lequel il a taut appuye, nous lournit un exernple 
de l’avantage d’un systeme de transit en quarantaine. Etablissons les faits. 11 y a eu 
trois cas de cholera a bord h Chittagong, ou le vaisseau a etc desinfccte par 1’autorite 
Sanitaire. Il n’est arrive a Suez quo (piavante jours aprds son depart de Chittagong. Le 
capitaine a declare que la destination emit un port Anglais et il lui a etc permis de passer 
le Canal cn quarantaine. 11 alia directemcnt a Falmouth en Angleterre, d’oii il fit 
voile pour Bordeaux sans entrer eu pratique a Falmouth et sans y prendre dc nouveaux 
papiers. 


73 


A l’arrivde a Bordeaux on vit clairement, en examinant les papiers de bord, que le 
“Fulford” avait passe le Canal en quarantaine ; consequentment on lui irnposa sept joura 
de quarantaine. Le seul fait que ce navire avait passd le Canal en quarantaine a done sum 
pour metcre 1’autorite Sanitaire sur ses gardes. 

Nous passons ensuite aux chiffres qu’a cites M. Proust: nous en reconnaissons 
pleinement l’exactitude et ils ne demandent que peu d’observations^ de notre part. 11 
parait que depuis l’annee 1885 deux cas seulement auraient pu etre classes^dans la 
deuxi&me categorie des navires infectes, e’est-^-dire dans la catdgorie des navires n ayant m 
medecin ni etuve h desinfection et sur lesquels des eas reeents de cholera se seraient 
produits. Suivant le systeme de notre tres honorable collbgue, il aurait fallu mettre les 
malades a. terre aussi bien que les passagers ; ces derniers auraient etc repartis en gioupes 
et le vaisseau d6sinfecte. Pour cette operation il aurait fallu un grand batiment capable 
de recevoir tous les passagers d’un grand navire. Nous nous demandons si un si petit 
nombre de cas dans un si grand nombre d’annees nticessitait une depense si considera e. 
D’apres le Protocole, les vaisseaux dont il s’agit auraient transite le Canal en quarantaine 
et sous une surveillance rigoureusc; ils auraient dte recus au port d arrivee dans e 
Royaume-Uni, oh. toutes les facilites voulues existent deja. ^ . ,, 

En quatrieme lieu M. Proust nous dit qu’une seule fausse declaration de ja part d un 
capitaine de vaisseau pourrait etre la cause d’une invasion de cholera qui atteindrait toute 
l’Europe. Soit. Mais nous voudrions vous adresser cette demande.. Comptez-vous vous 
passer entierement des declarations des capitaines de vaisseau ? S’il en est ainsi, qu est- 
ce que vous y substituerez ? la visite medicale? En ce cas, sur quoi portcra la visite r* 
le journal de bord? le vaisseau lui-m6me ? ou les deux? Comment garantir que la 
visite medicale vous rcvelera avec exactitude l’etat sanitaire du vaisseau, son histoire 
sanitaire ? C’est impossible. Pour vous rendre compte de 1’histoire sanitaire d un navire, 
il faut bien interroger une des autorites de bord; dhs lors il surgit encore la possibihte 
d’une fausse declaration. Vous revenez forcement a l’examen du capitaine; vous ne 
pouvez vous garantir d’unc mani&re absolue contre les fausses declarations. / 

Le Protocole Anglo-Autrichien nous offre une solution de toutes ces difhcultcs, qui 
est non seulement pratique mais en m6me temps logique. Si nous acceptons le J rotocole 
Anglo-Autrichien, chaque pays sera entierement libre de prendre toutes les mesures que 
ses autorites scientifiques croiront necessaircs et qu’ellcs pourront lane accepter par 
l’opinion de la majorite. Chaque pays, sera libre de modifier ces mesures, de les rendre 
plus severes suivant que l’opinion scicntifique fait des progress ou s etend. 

Mais si, au contraire, nous conventionalisons un R&glement quelconque, si nous nous 
imposons un Rtojlemenl qu’aucun de nous n’aura lc droit de changer, ne devons-nous pas 
nous attendre a ce que les progres rapidcs de la science feront que ce Reglemcnt parai ra 
bientot soit trop severe, soit pas asscz severe ? Mais comment pourroni-nous lc changer . 
Scion les pays, ce Reglemcnt deviendra, pour les uns, pas asaez severe, pour les autres 
trop severe. Nous serons tous dans les monies circonstances. Nous n aurons pas le dioit 
de modifier le R&glement; il faudra convoquer une Conference des Puissances et counr le 

risque de ne pouvoir arriver a une entente. , p , 

1 Nous revendiquons un autre avanlago pour le systeme. que contient le Piotocole. 
Nous soutenons que le passage en quarantaine presente de mcilleures garantics de suret6 
qu’aucun systeme de desinfection et void pourquoi: a 1 arrivee au port de destination, le 
navire qui a transite cn quarantaine rcste toujours sujet il 1 observation des autorites de .ee 
port, lesquelles i'eraient toutes les rccherches voulues respectivement a la.sante du navire 
iusqu’au moment meme de son arrivde. Tandis que si le navire est visite h Suez, es 
autorites du port de destination devront se ficr a une disinfection dont elles ignorent peu - 
etre le systeme, el fonctionnant dans un pays tres eloigne sous la surveillance d ageu s 
absolument independants des autorites du port de destination. 

M le Dr. Proust admet — et nous pensons que tous les homines de science partagent 
son opinion—que plusieurs parties du Regle.nent eventucllcmcnt cn vigaeur sont deja 
surannees. L’histoire se repete, dit-ou ; et assurement ce qui est arrive au Reglemcnt 
actuel arrivera au nouveau Reglemcnt, quel qu’il soit. Qui nous garantua quo ce qui es 
auiourd’hui le dernier mot de la science ne deviendra pas suranne u une e P ot l u ® P 
moins proehe? Bien que nous considerions, it lheure qu il est, tel ou tel Rc 0 lemcnt 
comme parfait, combien de temps se passera-t-il ayant quon ne commence a do«tei dc 
I’efficacite de ce Reglement ? Si nous conventionalisons un Reglemcnt, cn lu onnant 
l’imprimatur d’une Conference Europe'enne, nous ne pourrons lc changer sans o) enir 
I’uimuimite ; l’histoire des Conferences qui so sont reccminent reumes nous montio jusqu a 

quel point il est difficile d’obtenir l’linaniniite. . , 

Croyez-le, la seule voie qui nc soit pas dangereuse, la sculc voie quon puisse suivre 
lo«iqucmcnt, c’est cello d’adopter un systeme qui garantit a chaque nation entiere liberte 
[501J 
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d’action, entiere liberty administrative et legislative ; c’est Ik le syst&me du Protocole dont 
le Gouvernemcnt Britannique et le Gouvernement Austro-Hongrois proposent l’adoption 
a la Conference. 1 

Inclosure 3 in No. 86. 

Modified French Proposals. 

LE principe du passage en quarantaine des navii’es par le Canal de Suez, formule dans 
le Protocole Austro-Anglais, est accepte, sous la reserve des mesures suivantes, propres k 
sauvegarder la sante publique de l’Egypte et de l’Europe. 

Sous ce rapport, les navires sont repartis en trois classes:— 

1. Navires Indemnes. 

2. Navires Suspects. 

3. Navires lnfectes. 

1. Navires Indemnes. —Les navires reconnus indemnes apres visite medicate, auront 
libre pratique immediate, quelle que soit la nature de leur patente. 

Ils ne seront pas soumis k l’observation de vingt-quatre heures qui est prescrite 
aetuellement contre les navires avec patente brute. 

2. Navires Suspects, c est-il-dire ayant eu des cas dc cholera au moment du depart ou 
pendant ^la tiaversee, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront 
traitis dune fa 9 on differente suivant qu’ils ont ou n’ont pas a bord un medecin et un 
appareil & desinfection (etuve). 

(a.) Les navires ayant un medecin et un appareil de desinfection (etuve) remplissant 
les conditions voulues, seront admis a. passer le Canal de Suez en quarantaine dans les 
conditions qui seront indiquees plus loin. 

(b.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medecin ni 1’appareil de desinfection 
(etuve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiter en quarantaine, rctenusaux Sources dc Moise, 
pendant le temps necessaire pour opercr la disinfection du linge sale, du lingo de corps, et 
autres objets susceptibles, ct s’assurer de l’etat sanitaire du navirc. 

S’il s’agit d’uu navire postal, ou d’un paquebot specialcment affecte au transport des 
voyageurs, sans appareil dc desmtection (etuve), mais ayant un medecin a bord—si l’autorite 
locale a 1 assurance, par une constatation officielle, quo les mesures d’assainisscmcnt et de 
desinfection ont etc convenablement pratiquees, soit au point dc depart, soit nendant la 
traversee, le passage en quarantaine sera accorde. 

S il s agit de navires postaux ou de paquebots spicialement affectes au transport des 
voyageurs, sans appareil de desinfection (etuve), mais ayant un medecin a bord; si le 
dernier cas de cholera remontc h plus de quatorze jours, et si l’etat sanitaire du navire est 
satisfaisant, la libre pratique pourra itre donnee il Suez, lorsquc les operations dc desin¬ 
fection seront terminees. 

Pour les_ bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours, les passagers ii des¬ 
tination de 1 Egypte seront debarques aux Sources de Moise ct isoles pendant vingt-quatre 
heures, et leur linge sale ct leurs effets il usage desinfectes. Ils rccevront alors la libre 
pratique. 

Le Riglement determines dans quelles conditions la totalite du Huge sale pourra ne 
pas etre desinfectee> 

3. Navh es lnfectes, c cst-h-dire ayant du cholera i\ bord ou ayant prisente des cas 
1 ] ou | v , e ^ u ^ . cbolcra depuis sept jours. Ils se divisent en navires avec midecin et appareil 
de desmtection (etuve) et navires sans medecin et sans appareil de desinfection (etuve). 

(a.) Les navires sans medecin et sans appareil de desinfection (etuve) seront arretes 
aux Sources de Moise, les malades debarquis ct isoles dans un hdpital. La desinfection 
sera pratiquie d’une fat-on complete. Les autres passagers debarquds et isoles par groupes 
aussi peu nombreux que possible, de fagon il ce que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire d’un 
groupe particulier si le cholera venait il se developper. Le linge sale, les objets il usage 
les vetements de 1’equipage et les passagers seront desinfectes, ainsi que le navire. ° " 

Il est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du dechargement des marchandises, mais seule- 
ment de la desinfection de la partic du navire qui a ete infectee. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours a l’etablissement des Sources dc Moise. 

o.i a r? rs< J U ° le cho . 16ra se , montrera exclusivement dans l’equipage, la desinfection ne portera que sur le lisne 
eale de 1 equipage, mais tout le ligne sale de 1 equipage, et dans les postes d’habitation de lequipage. g 
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Lorsque les cas de cholera remonteront il plusieurs jours, la durde de l’isolement 
pourra etre diminuee. Cette duree variera selon l’dpoque de 1 apparition du dernier. ca ®j 
P (b.) Le passage en quarantaine pourra meme etre accordd avant 1 expiration de s ®i q 
jours, par I’autorit! Sanitaire, aprds la desinfection operee si le navire posside un medecin 
et un appareil de disinfection (etuve) presentant les conditions mdiquees 

Pour les navires postaux dans leeas ou la maladie n’aurait envahi qu une partie limitde 
du navire, l’autoriti locale sera juge de l’opportumte du 

personnes k debarquer suivant les postes quelles occupent h bord. Elle auia e 0 alem n 

determiner les points du navire a desinfecter. . v i rUorinlme 

Par exception, s’il s’agit de grands transports de troupes soumises b la taetphne 
militaire, si le navire possede un medecin et un appareil de desinfection (etuve), laut 
Sanitaire pourra prescrire seulement le debarquement des personnes logees dans le 
rampartiment du Navire ou la maladie s’est declarec. Pendant k 
compartiment et la section de l’lifipital dans laquelle le ou les malades auront et’ 
ainsi que les objets it usage de toutes les personnes qrn ont ere en rapport avec eux, sero 

C ° m CutorMlactate du bord ddclarera sous serment quels sont le ou les compartiments 
infectfe ™ suspects^ ^ ^ subira ]a d&infection ^ bord. En outre une etuve 

placde sur Sn ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus rapides les opeiatiou 
de disinfection. _____ 

Dispositions concernant le Passage en Quarantaine. 

1. L’autoriti Sanitaire dc Suez accorde le passage en quarantaine; le Conseil est 

immediatement informe. . ~ 

nmc: lpc cas douteux la decision est prise par le uonseii. 

2. C Un telegramme est aussitot expedie h l’autorite designee par chaque 1 uissai c . 

t ’nvnZrlitirm tin teld"ranimc sera aux frais du batiment. . , ■. 

Chaoue PuissanceId Sera les dispositions pennies centre les bat ments qu., abandon- 

nant^^,rcou“u/par le capitak aborderaient indument un des ports du tcrr.to.re 

de cettc Puissance. , . , , 

equipe's do chtft"d™„es ou des'serviteurs it gages quclconques, non msents sur le 
’^Tun^e^d^GLesSaoitairesn.oi.tentibord. . . 

du c ^ na ^; out emba ucmeilt et tout transbordement de passagers et de marchandises sont 

-rass: 

C0 “'“TLtt"ent des navires transitant en quarantaine est interdit dans le port de 

por, '£^^ 

“ r 'HSESlpensllt —it en quarantaine, d^rondre 

du char-bon a Port-Satd, ils deyront e f 1 de^-Tcompa»nit !’e°s Gardes Samtaire's 
9. Les pilotes, les dlectncens les n ^ ro ^J a ,°^^“ nd uit S directen^t 

r P ^ b r;t— e S o^^vtreirb.ro„tLeddsi.^ 
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Tableau des Navires arrives a Suez de rExtreme-Orient ayant eu a bord soit au port de provenance, soit pendant la traversde, des cas 

certains ou suspects de Cholera. 


Nom du Navire. 

Pavilion. 

Provenance. 

Date de l’airivee 
a Suez. 

Nombre de 
Cas. 

Nombre de Jours 
ecoules entre 
la date du dernier 
cas de Choleia 
et cello de 
l’arrivee du Naviie 
a Suez. 

Mesures appliquees. 

Bcog.il,. .. 

Anglais .. 


Soerabaja .. 


26 Octobie, 1881 


9 

39 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 

North Biitain .. 



Samarang .. 


15 Novembie, „ 


2 

(?) 

Idem. 

Durham 



Baiav la 


22 Fevrier, 1882 


9 

10 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Tonquin .. 

Fi.in^ais .. 


Saigon 


7 Octobre, ,, 


1 

22 

Idem. 

Govino .. 

Anglais .. 


Bombay .. 


18 Juiliet, 1883 


1 

(?) 

Idem. 

Sussex .. .. .. 



>} * * 


25 ,, ,, 


1 

(?) 

Idem. 

Hispania 



• • 


26 „ 


3 

8 

Idem. 

Bi ankelew .. 



Calcutta .. 


10 Octobre, „ 


1 

5 

Idem. 




Bassein .. 


15 Avail, 1884 


2 

ii 

Idem. 

Sarthe .. .. 

Frat.fais .. 


Saigon 


l er Mai, 


2 

(?) 

24* observation quarantenaire aux Sources. 

Mil a .. 

Anglais 


Calcutta .. 


6 „ 


1 

16 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

La Vienne .. . 

Fran^ais .. 


Saigon 


2 Juiliet, „ 


3 

(?) 

24* observation quaiantenaire aux Sources. 

Pallion,. .. .. 

Alishas 


Moulmein .. 


27 Mai, 1885 


i 

22 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 




Tuticorin ., 


9 Ju.n, ,, 


2 

18 

Desinfecte. 

Aeuba .. 



Kunaehee,. 


18 Juiliet, „ 


1 

17 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Bc'nembrance 

, , 


„ 


29 


3 

34 

Idem. 

Chdte'.u Yqucm .. 

Fian^ais .. 


Tonquin .. 


27 Octobre, 


38 

38 

Idem. 

Natal .. 

■n 


Shanghae .. 


27 

1 D 3? 


1 

61 

Idem. 

L" Nive 

. 


Tonquin .. 


l er Novembre, „ 


2 

20 

Escompte dix jours a Tor. 

Deucalion 

Anglais 


Shanghae .. 


5 5, „ 


1 

43 

Escompte sept jouis a Tor. 

Comorin .. 

Fran^ais .. 


Haiphong .. 


27 


Plusieurs 

44 

Tiansite Canal en quarantaine 

Laei tes 

Anglais 


Shanghae .. 


5 Decembre, „ 


1 

41 

Idem. 

Eucigia .. ,. 



Yokohama .. 


8 


2 

44 

Idem, 

Nestor .. 



Shanghae .. 


12 „ 


1 

46 

Idem. 

Port Philip 



Yokohama. . 


12 „ 


2 

53 

Idem. 

Ganges,. .. 



Calcutta 


19 Juin, 1886 


1 

12 

Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Tonquin 

Fran$ais .. 


Along 


10 Octobre, „ 


14 

51 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 

Havcrton 

Anglais 


Nagasaki .. 


25 


1 

27 

Idem. 

Eupbiates .. 



Bombay 


28 


6 

6 

Idem. 

Gulf of Mexico .. 



Calcutta 


2 Decembre, „ 


5 

6 

Escompte sept jours a Tor 


* Qy. heures 



o« 

o 


Nom du Navire. 


Mount Lebanon 
Governor 
Vesta .. 

Bohilla.. 
Stratbleven 
Telemacbus 
RohilLa.. 
Astronomer 
Canton.. 

East Anglia 

Benlering 

Caledonien 

Glendower 

Alberta 

Elsie .. 

Linda .. 

Bagbdadi 

Drysdale 

Fulford 

Colombo 

Axana .. 

Trevevlor 

Duke "of Devon: 

Strathlyon 

Gulf of Genoa 

Bellerophon 


Pavilion. 


Anglais 


Fran<jais 

Anglais 

Fran^ais 

Anglais 


Frantjais 

Anglais 


Provenance. 


Calcutta 


Yokohama,. 
Shanghae .. 
Calcutta .. 

*» •• 

Haiphong .. 

Cassassein.. 
Bassein .. 
Haiphong .. 
Hollo . • 

33 • • 

Samarang .. 
Bombay .. 
Bassorah .. 

Tegal (Java) 
Chittagong 
Haiphong .. 
Calcutta 
Moulmein .. 


Date de l’arrivee 
a Suez. 


1888 


5 Decembre, 1886 

25 Octobre, 1887 
9 Novembre, „ 

20 

22 „ ii 

9 Decembre, 

28 Fevrier, 

20 Mars, „ 

19 Mai, „ 

26 Mars, 1889 

24 Avril, ,, 

18 Juin, „ 

11 Aout, « 

15 „ 

30 ,, »> 

17 Septembre, „ 

12 Octobre, ,, 

16 

18 Mar, 

22 Fevrier, 

17 Mars, 

4 Mai, 


1890 

1891 



Nombre de 
Cas. 


3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

4 

2 

2 

2 

3 

6 

1 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

11 

1 

3 

2 

1 

1 


Nombre de Jours 
ecoules entre 
la date du dernier 
cas de Cholera 
et celle de 
arrivee du Navire] 
a Suez. 


22 

12 

26 

29 

38 

37 

18 

25 

14 

19 

24 

18 

47 

42 

47 

18 

27 

53 

39 
22 

24 
20 

25 
46 
15 

40 


Mesures appliquees. 


Escompte sept jours a Tor. 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Transite Canal en quarantaine apres avoir escompte 
trois jours a Tor. ^ 

Escompte sept jours a Tor.. 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Idem. 

Escompte sept jours a lor. 

Idem. 

Transite Canal en quarantaine. 

Idem. 

Idem. 


—i 


Le President du Conseil Sanitaire, 

Maritime, et Quarantenaire d Egypte, 


^rT^TTTT T "D 


H 


Alexandrie, Is 15 Ddcembfe, 1891 ' 
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Observations prononce'es le 9 Janvier, 1892, par son Excellence M. le Comte de Kuefstein a 

la Conference Sanitaire Internationale en re'ponse aux Observations pre'sente'es par 

M. le Dr. Proust au nom de la Delegation Franqaise. 

JE pense qu’il est indiqud par la nature de la chose qu’avant toute discussion 
ultdrieure chacun des deux Gouvernements qui ont signd le Protocole du 29 Juillet dernier 
expose les points de vue qui ont guide son action, afin qu’aucun malentendu ou Equivoque 
ne puisse se produire a cet effet. 

Je lirai h la Conference un expose special sur la question du transit: 

Les negotiations que nous avons poursuivies avec le Gouvernement Britannique 
depuis plusieurs annees sur la question sanitaire d’Egypte, et qui ont abouti a 1’accord 
soumis h l’approbation dclairee de la haute assemble, concernaient deux points principaux : 
le passage en quarantaine par le Canal de Suez et la nouvelle constitution du Conseil 
Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire d’Alexandrie. Dans ces deux questions, differents 
courants resultant de la divergence d’opinion sur la valeur des systtines opposes de pre¬ 
caution contre les maladies contagieuses s’dtaient fait jour, et, par consequent, on voyait se 
heurter des intents divers qu’il paraissait difficile de concilier. 

L’Angleterre et la plupart des Etats portes pour le systdme de l’inspection ddsiraient 
le fibre passage de tous les navires indemnes, suspects ou infectes, tandis que les pays & 
quarantaines, surtout ceux de la Mediterranee, ne cessaient de reclaimer l’execution 
consciencieuse des R&glements existants, sans cependant pouvoir faire prevaloir leur opinion 
contre la majorite des voix dans le Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie. 

II a paru ndcessaire de mettre enfin un terme d. cette situation indecise, en lui 
substituant une organisation clairement definie et conciliant les intdrets qui se trouvent en 
jeu. C’est dans ce but que nous sommes entres en pourparlers avec le Gouvernement de 
la Reine, auquel dupuis huit ans dejA nous avions propose comme base de negotiations une 
modification du Conseil dans le sens d’une repartition plus normale des voix et, de l’autre 
c6te, le transit en quarantaine sous ccrtaines conditions de sdveritd. 

Sans vouloir entrer dans les details, il me sera peut-etre permis de jeter uu rapide 
coup d’oeil sur le developpement graduel de la question. 

Vous savez mieux que moi. Messieurs, que le transit des navires avee patente brute 
n’etait au debut accorde que dans des cas spetiaux par Decret du Khddive comme faveur 
exceptionnelle. Dans ces cas, la quarantaine d’observation etait iemplac6e par la visite 
medicale et la desinfection, demandant un arr£t de vingt-quatre heures au plus. 

Plus tard le mouvement de la navigation dans le Canal devenant plus intense, les 
exceptions it la rdgle devinrent de plus en plus nombreuses, des abus se produisirent et 
enfin, depuis le deplacement de la majorite dans lc Conseil, le transit en quarantaine se 
gdndralisa, la disinfection fut ndgligde et par suite de l’introduction du passage de nuit, 
l’arraisonnement et l’interrogatoire se firent souvent dgalcment la nuit. 

II devint dvident que ces procedis devaient aller de pair avec une reldche dans 
l’exactitude du service et nourrir la tendance des capitaines de reciler le viritable itat de 
santi sur leurs navires. En effet, des navires notoirement infectes ont pu obtenir lc transit 
et transporter le cbolira en Europe (Toulon, Naples, &c.'). 

Dis 1885, du reste, nous avions, d’accord avec l’Allemagne, formuli quatre points 
concernant la creation des fonds nicessaires, le contrdle des bdtiments destinis au transport 
d’hommes en masse, la defense du tiansit en quarantaine et la reorganisation du Conseil 
d’Alexandrie. Ces propositions n’ayant plus pu etre prises en considiration par la 
Conference de Londres, le Gouvernement Britannique bientdt apris se diclara prit h les 
examiner et & accepter une surtaxe speciale pour lc transit en quarantaine. 

En mime temps, le Gouvernement Italien, preoccupd a juste titre des progres de 
l’dpidemie, prit l’initiative de convoquer une Conference h Rome, qui ne put cependant 
imettre que certains voeux, la question sanitaire d’Egypte ayant etc ecartee dc son 
programme. 

L’dtat des choses ne fut pas sensiblement altdrd, en ce qui concerne le transit en 
quarantaine, par les resolutions prises a la Conference de Paris ni par les decisions de celle 
de Constantinople, ni mime par les deliberations du Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quaran¬ 
tenaire d’Egypte, auxquclles nous avions soumis les trois premities de nos propositions 
susmentionndes. 

Le Conseil les rejeta, sauf la premiire, et le transit en quarantaine continua comme 
par le passe. 

En 1887, apres que l’Allemagne, la France, et l’ltalie se furent, sous ccrtaines con¬ 
ditions de sdcuritd, declaries pretes a accorder, mais a titre de rcvocabilitd, le transit en 
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quarantaine des navires suspects, nous n’avons pas hdsitd b nous associer igalement * eette 

“^“Cependant cette concession, n’etant que un autre S/dfla 

des mterets en ^ a v U ^’ H e pabolition^rov^sob'e 15 de la taxe des marchandises, dans le disir de 

”alt pas ^solument -git P0Ur 

*». , es «s ^ 

8USPE ms lors les conditions etaient denudes d’examiner si eertaines gavanties de sdcuritd ne 
pourraient pas sufflve pour permettre de se lappioc rtun p0 „ r essayer d’avriver 

jtssr. «— 

International d'Alexandrie, aux laments tf un an et demi, 

Conference et h la fixation du programme qui lui est smmu .. oil k 

L’accord intervenu entre l'Angleterre et nous constituerrn, a ^ RraUe 4 
Conference voudra bien le sanctionner, une situa q j ainsi auc nous I’esperons, 

I’Z de el,oses incertain et contests qu, ex.ste de 

11 sera possible, enfin, de proedder .dans les taut. UniU que 

29 Juillet A _ • x destination de ports nationaux ou 

1. Les navires suspects ou meme mf c dWres norts pourront transiter le 

bien dirigis, par suite d’unc permission prealable, dans d autres ports, pom 

Canal en quarantaine. . , ., Q11 - npp t ct dont le trajet indemne a etd 

Tout navire provenant d un port infec P n c |tiai p0 urra etre completd 

%A t.W in^rr^s C rSx jou?s les navires obtiennent pratique fibre 
' ISU Ces bAtiments^paieront dans le but 

une toe'deTE. ta 5en dLSTautres frais (Gardiens Sanitaires, arrarsonnement de 
"“HfstaTuSsTotont en plus de la franchise qui lour avait dtd accordee anterieure- 

ment 2. Tout navire a destination dun port MfcJ+TS* WL££S 
pas re ? u l’adnrission prealable, sera soum.s au RdgleAction if Suez" 

ll '° b m"x° ^ni Sront “a? oUeJ prkiquc fibre pourront passer le Canal cn 
qum ' 3 .‘Quand un navire le desire, il pourra, au lien de choisir le passage en quarantaine, 
» ‘TCn’te un passage indemne de dix jours, scront 

Si SeTga.anfc £ sdcoritd 

devront etre accompagnes pendant sa dmee \ les navires ne pourront 

^ doiv ™ 1 

renforcer ce systilme preventif. . ddji dans les Mglemonts 

la navigation eertaines facility reelam&s depurs longtemps. 
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Je crois done pouvoir recommander les dispositions da Protocole du 29 Juillet 
au bienveillant accueil de la haute assemble, d’autant plus que la connexitd de cette 
question avec celles des reformes k introduce dans le Conseil d’Alexandrie, nous permettra 
d’aborder la discussion de ces derni£res avec l’espoir certain d’un heureux resultat. 

S’il m’est maintenant permis d’ajouter quelques mots au ddveloppement que je 
viens d’avoir l’honneur de presenter, ce n’est certes que dans un esprit de conciliation et 
dans le desir de faire ressortir autant qu’il est en mon pouvoir les efforts faits par 
mon Gouvernement dans le but d’amener un etat satisfaisant pour tout le monde. 

II ne faut pas prendre du Protocole une seule phrase, comme par exemple celle du 
transit des navires infectes et suspects, qui, isolee, pourrait donner lieu a des malentendus. 
Mais il est necessaire de la considerer en connexitd avec les alineas suivants qui stipulent 
les conditions auxquelles cette connexite est liee et qui specifient les garanties dont elle 
doit etre entour4e. 

En les examinant attentivement on se convaincra facilement que ce n’est pas des 
int4r£ts du commerce qu’il s’agit en premiere ligne, mais bien des mesures de securite dont 
nous nous sommes prdoccupds depuis des annees. 

Le Protocole dans son ensemble nous donne, en effet, des garanties que nous avons 
considerees comme suffisantes et que notre Conseil d’Hygiene a approuv4es. II nous offre 
en outre la modification de la constitution du Conseil d’Alexandrie, la revision de ses 
R&glements, la creation de nouvelles ressources financi&res pour Petablissement des lazarets 
et pour l’augmentation du personnel Sanitaire et d’autres ameliorations dans cet ordre 
d’idees. 

Quand on compare ces nouvelles acquisitions, si j’ose parler ainsi, a l’dtat de choses 
actuel, on ne peut, je crois, en jugeant avec dquitd, mdconnaitre qu’elles constituent un 
grand pas fait en avant au profit de l’humanitd. 

On ne peut prendre comme point de depart un dtat id4al dans lequel aussi, je suppose, 
le choldra n’existerait plus, mais il faut s’en tenir k la realite. 

Nous sommes des hommes et ce que nous ct'eons ce n’est que des creations humaines* 

• e’est-k-dire incompRtes. Or l’etat actuel est loin de presenter les garanties necessaires. 

Les R&glements existants ne sont plus executes scrupuleusement sur bien des points, 
ainsi que j’ai eu l’honneur de le ddmontrer, et le passage en quarantaine est devenu la 
r&gle, sans &tre entoure des garanties que nous voulons lui voir appliquer aujourd’hui par 
suite du Protocole. 

C’dtait pr4cis4ment le Gouvernement Imperial et Royal qui, par son Deldgue au 
Conseil d’Alexandrie, avait d&s 188G demand6 l’interdiction prealable du transit en 
quarantaine. Il n’a pas pu obtenir la majoritd des voix et le transit a continud comme 
auparavant. 

C’est done, en general, un dtat existant que nous avons trouvd et ce n’est rien de 
nouveau qui doit etre consacre par le Protocole, mais avec la modification trds essentielle 
de l’entourer d’un reseau de garanties que nous considdrons comme tres sdrieuses. Ainsi 
les navires seront accompagnds de deux Gardiens charges de veiller a ce qu’il n’y aura ni 
embarquements ni ddbarquements pendant le trajet & travers le Canal; la destination du 
navire sera annonede par tdldgramme aux ports cle la Mediterranee, et enfin des disposi¬ 
tions pdnales que chaque pays dicteva selon ses lois, seront destinees a empecher toute 
deviation de la route prescrite par les papiers de bord. 

Il nous semble done qu’il serail peu equitable de supposer que le Protocole ne se soit 
pas prdoccupe des mesures de sdcurite requises pour sauvegarder les populations. 

Si la haute assemblee juge necessaire de les compldter, nous aurons ^ examiner les 
voeux qui se produiront. Je ne peux pas encore aujourd’hui me prononcer sur les 
amendements proposds par MM. les Dclegues Fran§ais qui, d’un c6te reclament des 
mesures plus sdvdres pour les bateaux infectes en accordant, de l’autre c6td, des conces¬ 
sions plus grandes quant au trajet indemne qu’elles reduisent de dix a huit jours. Nous 
les examinerons quand le moment sera venu, avec le meme esprit d’equite et de concilia¬ 
tion qui les a dietdes. 

Quant aux autres objections qui ont dtd soulevees k l’dgard du Protocole, mon trds 
honorable colldgue de la Grande-Bretagne y a ddjit rdpondu, de sorte que je n’ai que peu 
de choses k ajouter. 

On dit que ies garages dans lc Canal sont trop etroits. Je ne connais pas les lieux; 
je dois done laisscr it des personnes plus competentes le soin d’en juger. Cependant je ne 
puis m’empecher de penser qu’il ne doit pas etre trop difficile de trouver des moyens de 
surveillance efficaces pour empecher tout contact avec le littoral, t 

En ce qui concerne les chauffeurs qui ont transports le cholera a Damiette en 
s’dvadant des bateaux pendant le trajet a travers le Canal, je me permets de faire remarquer 
qu’it cette dpoque la surveillance dtait exerede par de simples soldats en retraite, qui, 
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comme de raison, n’dtaient pas a la hauteur de leur mission. Sur l’invitation de notre 
Ddldgud au Conseil Sanitaire, les soldats furent en 1884 remplaces par deux employes 
Europeens qui accompagnent les navires, ainsi que cela se pratique encore aujourd’hui, et 
cette mesure s’est montrde trds utile, car, depuis, aucune importation du choldra en Egypte 
n’a eu lieu par la voie du Canal de Suez, bien que les occasions n aient pas manqud. 

Car, depuis 1884, presque tous les navires infectes ou suspects venant de l’Extreme- 
Orient ont passe en transit, ainsi qu’en fait foi le Tableau que j’ai eu 1 honneur de soumettre 
ala Confdrence (quarante-huit navires, dont quarante Anglais, et huit Frangais depuis 1881). 

Parmi les bateaux a destination de l’Angleterre aucun n a apporte le cholera en 
Angleterre. Ce fait explique, peut-etre, pourquoi il serait possible, k la rigueur, en raison 
des situations gdographiques, de soumettre les navires ayant un trajet plus long comme, 
par exemple, au deli! du Detroit de Gibraltar et pour les pays du nord, a d autres condi¬ 
tions que ceux destines pour le bassin de la Mediterranee. 

Comme cependant le Protocole n’dtablit pas de differences, je n’ai pas k insister sur ce 

point* „ . . 

En terminant, je ne puis que faire ressortir encore une fois les avantages que 
presentera le nouvel arrangement pour l’avenir, en comparaison de 1’^tat existant aujouid hui 
et je me permets de prier la haute assemble de vouloir bien donner son assentiment au 
Protoeole du 29 Juillet dernier qui, j’esp&re, pourra fournir les elements d’un accord 
g^n4ral. __ 


Inclosure 6 in No. 86. 

Protocole de Signature ( Samedi , 30 Janvier, 1892). 

Prdsidence de Son Excellence le Comte d’Akco. 

L’AN 1892, le 30 Janvier, la Conference Sanitaire Internationale a tenu stance k 
l’II6tel de Ville (Palazzo Farsetti). 

Etaient presents : 

Pour l’Allemagne •. 

D414gu4— y 

M. le Comte de Leyden, Conseiller de Legation, Consul-General au Caire. 

Delegu4-Adjoint— , , 

M. le Dr. Kulp, Delegue au Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire d Egypte. 


Pour l’Autriche-Hongrie : 

D^ 16 gu 6 s— 

Son Excellence le Comte de ICuefstein, Conseil Intime et Chambellan de Sa Majestd 


M. le 


Imp6riale Royale Apostolique, Envoye Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire. 
3 Chevalier Charles de Gsiller, Consul-General d’Autriche-Hongrie. 


Delegu4s-Adjoin ts— 

M. le Dr. Hagel, Delegue au Conseil Supcrieur Sanitaire de Constantinople. 

M. le Dr. Karlinski, Medecin du Gouvernement de la Bosnie et de l’Herz4govine. 


Pour la Belgique: 


Del4gu4— 

M. Beco, Secretaire-G4neral du Miuistere de 1’Agriculture, 
Travaux Publics de Belgique. 


de I’lndustrie, 


et des 


Pour le Danemark : 


Delegud— 

M. le Comte de Knuth, Envoyd Extraordinaire et Ministre 


Plenipotentiaire. 


Pour l’Espagne : 

:gu4s— , . ■ . 

Don Silverio Bagucr de Corsi y Ribas, Comte de Baguer, Ministre Resident. 

M. le Dr. Cortezo Conseiller de la Salubrild d’Espagne, Membre de 1’Academic de 
Medecinc, Depute. 

[501] 1 
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Potjr la France: 


Ddleguds— 

M. Barrdre, Ministre Pldnipotentiaire de Premiere Classe, Chargd d’Affaires de la 
Rdpublique Fran^aise en Bavidre. 

M. le Professeur Brouardel, Doyen de la Facultd de Mddecine de Paris, President du 
Comite d’Hygidne de France. 

M. le Professeur Proust, Professeur 4 la Facultd de Mddecine de Paris, lnspecteur- 
General des Services Sanitaires. 

M. le Dr. Catelan, Ddldgud au Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie. 


Pour la Grande-Bretagne : 

Ddleguds—- 

Mr. James W. Lowther, Sous-Secrdtaire d’Etat aux Affaires Strange res. 

M. le Dr. Mackie, Ddldgud au Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire d’Egypte. 


Pour la Gr^ce : 

Ddleguds— 

M. Georges Argyropoulos, Agent Diplomatique en Egypte. 

M. le Dr. Zancarol, Ddldgud au Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire 
d’Egypte. 

Pour l’Italie : 

Ddleguds— 

Son Excellence M. le Comte d’Arco, Sous-Secrdtaire d’Etat aux Affaires Etrangeres, 
Depute. 

M. le Professeur Pagliani, Professeur d’Hygidne a la Facultd de Mddecine, Directeur 
de la Santd Publique au Ministdre de l’Intdrieur. 

M. le Marquis Carcano, Consul-Gdndral 4 Nice. 

Ddleguds-Adjoints— 

M. le Commandeur Mayor, Chef de Section au Ministdre des Affaires Etrangdres. 

M. le Dr. Torella, Ddldgud au Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire d’Egypte. 

Pour les Pays-Bas: 

Ddlegues— 

M. le Jonkheer P. J. F. M. van der Does de Willebois, Agent Diplomatique et 
Consul-Gdndral. 

M. le Dr. Ruysch, Conseiller au Ministere de I'Intdrieur. 

Pour le Portugal: 

Ddldgud— 

Son Excellence M. le Comte de Macedo, Envoye Extraordinaire et Ministre Pldni- 
potentiaire. 

Pour la Russie: 

Deldguds-Adjoints— 

Son Excellence M. Yonine, Conseiller Intime de Sa Majeste l’Empereur de Russie, 
Envoyd Extraordinaire et Ministre Pldnipotentiaire. 

M. le Baron Wrangell, Premier Secrdtaire de Legation. 

Pour la Turquie : 

Ddleguds— 

Son Excellence Ahmed Bey, Conseiller d’Etat. 

Son Excellence le Dr. Arif Bey, Vice-Prdsident du Conseil Sanitaire 4 Constantinople. 
Le Colonel Bonkowski Bey, Chimiste de Sa Majeste Impdriale le Sultan. 

M. le Dr. Ha'ireddin Bey, Professeur a la Facultd de Mddecine de Constantinople. 

Son Excellence Boutros Pacha, Sous-Secretaire d’Etat 4 la Justice (Egypte). 

M. le Dr. Mahmoud Sidky Pacha, Sous-Directeur de ^Administration des Services 
Sanitaires et d’Hygidne Publique (Egypte). 

Le President prdsente a la Conference le texte authentique de la Convention ou sont 
consignes les resultats des travaux de la Conference. 11 invite les Deldguds qui sont munis 
des pouvoirs ndeessaires, 4 la signer. 

Les De'ley ues d’Allemague , de Belgique, d'Espagne, de Grece, et des Pays-Bas ddclarent 
qu’ils signent la Convention ad referendum. 

Le Bele'gue' d’Allemagne fait en outre la declaration suivante:— 

“ Attendu que, dans le cours des ndgociations de la Conference, des privileges out dte 


demandds pour certains navires ne touchant pas 4 un port de la Mdditerranee, le Ddldgue 
d’Allemagne ddelare que le Gouvernement impdrial rdclamera pour la navigation Allemande 
tout avantage, au point de vue des mesures sanitaires, qui serait accovdd 4 la navigation de 
quelque autre pays.” 

La Conference donne acte de ces differentes declarations. 

Les Belc'gue's de la Grande-Bretagne ddclarent que leur Gouvernement n’est pas encore 
suffisamment eclaiid sur eertaines consdquences pratiques de la Convention. 

Ils ne se trouvent done pas en mesure de signer cet acte. 

IIs expriment le desir que leur Gouvernement ait le temps necessaire pour un examen 
plus approfondi de ses consdquences. 

Les Bildgues de la Grande-Bretagne demandent que la Confdrence veuille bien prendre 
acte de la ddclaration qu’ils viennent de faire. 

La Confdrence prend acte de cette ddclaration ainsi que du ddsir exprime par les 
Deldguds de la Grande-Bretagne. 

Le Be'le'gud de Danemarlc declare qu’il n’a pas encore regu les pouvoirs ndeessaires pour 
signer. 

La Conference donne acte de cette ddclaration. 

Les Be'le'gue's des Pays-Bas font la ddclaration suivante :— 

“ Attendu que, dans le cours des debats de la Conference, des privileges ont etd 
demandes pour certains navires ne touchant pas h un port de la Mdditerranee, les 
Ddleguds des Pays-Bas signent, sous la reserve, dejh antdrieurement formulee, que la 
navigation des Pays-Bas bdneficiera de tout avantage, en matidre de mesures sanitaires, 
qui serait accordd h la navigation de quelque autre pays.” 

La Confdrence donne acte de cette ddclaration. 

7,e Bele'gue du Portugal declare qu’il signe la Convention ad referendum. 

Le Confdrence donne acte de cette ddclaration. 

Le Premier Bele'gue de Turquie ddelare accepter ad referendum la Convention, sous 
rdserve de l’acceptation ultdrieure de son Gouvernement. 

La Confdrence donne acte de cette ddclaration. 

Elle decide que le Protocole d’adhdsion h. la Convention, pour les Puissances dont les 
Reprdsentants ne peuvent y apposer leur Signature, restera ouvert pendant un espace de 
quatre mois. 

Sous le bdnefice de ces observations et reserves, la Convention est signde et annexee 
au Protocole. 

Fait 4 Venise, le 30 Janvier, 1892. 

(Signe) COMTE LEYDEN. 

KUEFSTEIN. 

E. BECO. 

KNUTH. 

COMTE DE BAGUER. 

CAMILLE BARRERE. 

P. BROUARDEL. 

A. PROUST. 

JAMES W. LOWTHER. 

G. ARGYROPOULOS. 

D. G. ZANCAROL. 

A. D’ARCO. 

Van der DOES de WILLEBOIS. 

RUYSCH. 

COMTE DE MACEDO. 

A. YONINE. 

AHMED BEY. 

Le President: 

(Signd) A. D’ARCO. 

Les Secretaires: 

(Signd) Dr. Hagel. 

Dr. Catelan. 

H. Farnall. 

Ed. Mayor. 

Macchi di Cellere. 

Dr. Torella. 

Certifie conforme 4 l’original: 

(Signd) A. d’Arco. 
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Inclosure 7 in No. 86. 

Convention signed January 30,1892. 

SA Majesty l’Erapereur d’AUemagne, Roi de Prusse; Sa Majeste l’Empereui* 
d’Autriche, Roi de Boh£me, &c., et Roi Apostolique de Hongrie; Sa Majestd le Roi 
des Beiges ; Sa Majeste le Roi d’Espagne, et en son nom la Reine-Rdgente du Royaume ; 
son Excellence le President de la Republique Franqaise; Sa Majeste le Roi des Hellenes; 
Sa Majeste le Roi d’ltalie; Sa Majestd la Heine des Pays-Bas, et en son nom la Reine- 
Rdgente du Royaume; Sa Majeste le Roi de Portugal et des Algarves; Sa Majeste 
l’Empereur de Toutes les Russies ; 

Ddsirant procdder 5 la reforme du syst4me sanitaire, maritime, et quarantenaire 
actuellement appliqud en %ypte a la navigation, et aussi pour introduire les modifications 
reconnues necessaires dans la composition, le fonctionnement, et le reglement du Conseil 
Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire d’Egypte, ont norame pour leurs Pldnipotentiaires, 
savoir; 

Majesty l’Empereur d’Allemagne, Roi de Prusse, M. le Comte de Leyden, son 
Conseiller de Legation, son Consul-General en Egypte ; 

Sa Majeste l’Empereur d’Autriche, Roi de Boheme, et Roi Apostolique de Hongrie, 
son Excellence M. le Comte de Kuefstein, son Conseiller Intime et Chambellan, son 
Envoye Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire; 

Sa Majeste le Roi des Beiges, M. E. Beco, Secretaire-G4n4ral du Minist&re de 
1’Agriculture, de l’Industrie, et des Travaux Publics de Belgique; 

Sa Majestd le Roi d’Espagne, et en son nom la Reine-Regente du Royaume, Don 
Silverio Baguer de Corsi y Ribas, Comte de Baguer, son Ministre Resident; 

Son Excellence le President de la Republique Fran$aise, M. Camille Barrere, Ministre 
Plenipotentiaire de premiere classe, Charge d’Affaires de la Rdpublique Franqaise en 
Baviere; M. le Professeur Brouardel, Doyen de la Faculte de Medecine, President du 
Comite d’Hygi&ne de France; M. le Professeur Proust, Inspecteur-G4neral des Services 
Sanitaires de France, Professeur h. la Faculte de Mddecine ; 

Sa Majeste le Roi des Hellenes, M. Georges Argyropoulos, son Agent Diplomatique 
en Egypte ; le Dr. Zancarol, Delegue Hellenique au Conseil Sanitaire d’Egypte; 

Sa Majestd le Roi d’ltalie, son Excellence M. le Comte d’Arco, son Sous-Secrdtaire 
d'Etat aux Affaires Etrang&res; 

Sa Majeste la Reine des Pays-Bas, et en son nom Sa Majeste la Baine-Regente 
du Royaume, M. le Jonkheer P. J. F. M. van der Does de Willebois, son Agent Politique 
et Consul-General en Egypte ; M. le Dr. Ruvsch, son Conseiller au Ministre de 
I’lntdrieur; 

Sa Majeste le Roi de Portugal et des Algarves, son Excellence M. le Comte de Macedo, 
son Envoye Extraordinaire et Ministre Pldnipotentiaire pres Sa Majestd le Roi d’ltalie ; 

Sa Majestd l’Empereur de Toules les Russies, son Excellence M. Yonine, son 
Conseiller Intime, son Envoyd Extraordinaire et Ministre Plenipotentiaire; 

Lesquels, ayant dchange leurs pouvoirs, trouvds en bonne et due forme, sont 
ccnvenus des dispositions suivantes, dont les Hautes Puissances Contractantes s’engagent 
it rccomrnander l’adoption au Gouvcrnemcnt de Son Altesse le Khedive. 

En ce qui concerne le Regime Sanitaire, et specialement le Passage en Quarantaine des 

Navires par le Canal de Suez: 

Seront appliquees ddsormais les mesures indiquees et precisees dans l’Annexe I de la 
prdsente Convention. 

Les ressources financiers que comporte l’application du dit regime sont indiquees a 
FAnnexe II. 

En ce qui touche la Composition et le Fonctionnement du Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, el 
Quarantenaire d’Egypte, et la Revision de ses Reglements: 

La composition, les attributions, et le fonctionnement de ce Conseil seront indiquds 
dans l’Annexe III. 

Les Reglements Sanitaires sont revisds et arretes conformement au texte consignd 
dans l’Annexe IV. 

11 en est de meme de la creation du corps des Gardes Sanitaires. 

Tous les Rdglements et pieces ci-annexes ont la meme valeur que s’ils e'taient 
incorpores dans la dite Convention. 

L’Annexe V n’est redigee et iuseree qu’a titre de conseils et recommandations au 
commerce et a la navigation. 
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II est stipule en outre que chacune des Hautes Puissances Contractantes aura le 
privilege de proposer, par les voies diplomatiques qui lui paraltront convenables, les 
modifications qu’elle jugerait necessaire d’apporter aux dispositions ci-dessus dnonedes 
ainsi qu’aux Annexes qui les accompagnent. 

En ce qui concerne la modification des Rdglernents contre la peste et la fidvre jaune 
ainsi que ceux applicables aux animaux, le Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire 
d’Egypte, rdforme, est charge de les reviser et de les mettre en harmonie avec les decisions 
ci-dessus enoncees. 

La presente Convention sera ratifiee ; les ratifications en seront dchangdes 
Rome le plus tot possible et au plus tard dans le ddlai de six raois & dater du 30 Janvier, 
1892. 

En foi de quoi les Pldnipotentiaires respectifs l’ont signee et y ont appose leurs 
cachets. 

Fait en dix exemplaires k Venise le 30 Janvier, 1892. 

(L.S.) COMTE LEYDEN. 

(L.S.) KUEFSTEIN. 

(L.S.) E. BECO. 

(L.S.) COMTE DE BAGUER. 

(L.S.) CAMILLE BARRERE. 

(L.S.) P. BROUARDEL. 

(L.S.) A. PROUST. 

(L.S.) G. ARGYROPOULOS. 

(L.S.) D. G. ZANCAROL. 

(L.S.) A. D’ARCOS. 

(L.S.) Van der DOES de WILLEBOIS. 

(L.S.) RUYSCH. 

(L.S.) COMTE DE MACEDO. 

(L.S.) A. YONINE. 

No. 87. 

Mr. Egerton to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received February 24.) 

(No. 61. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Paris, February 23, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to inclose herewith an article from the “ Journal des Debats,”* 
probably written by M. Fr. Charmes, on the Sanitary Conference at Venice, praising the 
good spirit which reigned there, the honest desire shown by the English Representative to 
meet the proposals made, and expressing the wish that France and England might bring 
the same conciliatory spirit in other discussions which their Representatives have displayed 
in the sanitary question. 

I have &c. 

(Signed) 5 EDWIN H. EGERTON. 

No. 88. 

Sir F. Denys to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received February 27.) 

(No. 9. Commercial. Confidential.) 

My Lord, Copenhagen, February 24, 1892. 

WITH reference to Mr. MacDonell’s despatch No. 2, Commercial, Confidential, of 
the 12th ultimo, 1 have now the honour to transmit to your Lordship herewith copy of a 
note verbale, which 1 have received from Baion Rosenorn-Lehn, containing the result of the 
inquiries made by the Danish Government, through their Representative in Egypt, relative 
to the alleged practice of the Danish Delegate at the Egyptian Quarantine Board of voting 
in opposition to the British Delegate. 

In this note his Excellency explains the reasons which have influenced M. Pally 
hitherto in voting for or against the transit in quarantine of infected ships, and, with a 
view to dispel the impression that the Danish Delegate voted habitually in opposition to 
the British Representative, or that his conduct was prompted by any other than prudential 
motives, his Excellency incloses an extract from the lecords ot the Board showing that, 
during the year 1891, M. Pally voted twice for the transit in quarantine, and twice against 
in the case of ships of British nationality. 

Relying on the results of these inquiiies, Baron Roscnorn-Lehn considers that he 
as justified in stating that the Danish Delegate discharges his duties with impartiality, and 

• Not printed. 
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that there is no ground for supposing that he is influenced by any animosity towards Great 
Britain, since any other action on his part would be contrary to the directions furnished 
for his guidance by the Danish Consulate-General at Alexandria. 

In conclusion, Baron Rosenorn-Lehn suggests, if Her Majesty’s Government desire 
any further explanations of a more confidential nature, that Sir Evelyn Baring be 
instructed to confer with M. Zogbeb in order that the latter may give Sir E. Baring 
satisfactory assurances of his own and M. Pally’s absolute impartiality. 

I venture, however, to call your Lordship’s attention to the fact that, in the case of 
the “ Bellerophon,” the vote of M. Pally was cast in opposition to the principle which 
Baron Rosenorn-Lehn sets forth as guiding the conduct of the Danish Delegate. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) FRANCIS DENYS. 


Inclosure in No. 88. 

Note Verbale. 

(Confidentielle.) 

M. LE Ministre d’Ang-leterre ayant signale au Minist&re des Affaires Etrang£res 
que le Dr. Pally, Delegue Danois au Conseil Sanitaire International d’Egypte, aurait pour 
coutume de voter toujours dans un sens oppose a celui du RepnSsentant Britannique, le 
Baron R. Lehn en presentant scs compliments a Sir Francis Denys, Charg6 d’Affaires de 
Sa Majesty Britannique, a l’honneur de lui faire parvenir par la prdsente les informations 
suivantes que le Minist&re a cru devoir demander a ce sujet a M. le Vicomte Zogheb, 
Agent Diplomatique et Consul-General du Roi en Egypte. 

M. Zogheb point dans sa re'ponsc confidentielle M. Pally comme un homme age, sans 
passion, taciturne, indifferent aux questions dc politique, menant une vie retiree et 
miqueinent preoccupe de sa profession. Rien n’autorise a penser qu’il nourrisse une 
animosite quelconque a 1’egard de l’Angleterre. C’est vrai qu’il s’est trouve en divergence 
de vues avec le Delegue Anglais dans la question du passage en quarantaine de navires 
Anglais infeetds, ayant adopte le principe, chaque fois qu’il s’est produit un cas de cholera 
h bord, de voter pour le passage en quarantaine si le cas s’est produit deja dix h douze jours 
avant l’arrivee a Suez, et que le Rapport du medecin de bord constate que les mesures de 
disinfection out ete prises et que I’equipage jouit d’une parfaite sante; mais de voter 
contre le passage si le cas de cholera a precede de moins de dix jours 1’arrivee ii Suez; 
mais il base sa regie dc conduite sur les arguments d’ordre technique qu’on peut trouver 
d’une prudence excessive, mais qui ne revelent aucune arriere-pensee. 

En outre le Consul-General du Roi s’est fait donner le releve des votes emis par le 
Deligue' Danois sur la oucstion ci-dessus. Ce releve avec tous les details utiles se trouve 
porte dans le Tableau ci-annexe, et le Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres se permet de 
signaler specialement a l’attention de la Ligation Royale de la Grande-Bretagne les 
'contestations suivantes, degagees de ce Tableau :•— 

1. A l’egard des quatre navires Anglais mis en cause l’annce derni&re, le Delegui 
Danois a vote deux fois pour le passage et deux fois contre le passage en quarantaine 
On ne peut done gu&re pre'tendre qu’il a pour coutume de voter toujours contre l’Angle- 
terre, 

2. A l’egard du navire Frangais mis cn cause, M. Pally a votd contre, ce qui ach&ve 
d’ecarter toute supposition d’arriere-pensee politique. 

3. Lors de ses deux votes contre des navires Anglais, M. Pally ne s’est pas trouvi 
isole ou presque isole, mais bien d’accord avec sept des Representants la premiere fois, et 
avec six des Representants Europeans la seconde fois (et cela, en difalquant le Delegue 
Danois, sur douze Representants au plus, puisque le releve accuse des absences ct que 
d’autre part le vote Anglais est a ecarter comme directement intiresse). 

S’appuyant sur les informations ci-dessus le Baron de R. Lehn croit done pouvoir 
affirmcr que le Dr. Pally s’aquitte de son mandat impartialement et sans aucune animosite 
contre l’Angleterre, et que toute autre conduite de sa part eut ete d’ailleurs en contradic¬ 
tion avec les recommandations qu’il a revues du Consulat-Gdneral du Roi a Alexandrie. 

Si pourtunt le Gouvernement de la Grande-Bretagne ne se trouve pas assez eclaire 
sur la loyaute de M. Pally par les explications donnees ici, ou qu’il desire avoir h cet 
dgard des renseigneinents plus ainples et d’un caract&rc plus confidentiel, il n’aura qu’h 
prier Sir Evelyn Baring de s’ouvrir a M. le Yicomtc Zogheb afin que ce dernier puisse lui 
donner des assurances satisfaisantes de 1’impartialite parfaite du Consulat-Gdneral du Roi 
et de son Representant au Conseil Sanitaire. 

Copenhague, le 22 Fe'vrier , 1892. 
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Tableau des Navires qni out transitd le Canal en Quarantaine pendant I’annde 1891. 


(N.B.—Aucun navire n’a fait quarantaine d Tor.) 


Norn. 

Date de la Decision. 

1 

telev< 

Vot 

O 

•+J 

Q 

Abstentions. 

Nationality 

du 

Navire. 

Vote 

du Delegue de 
Danemark. 

Colombe .. 

23 Fevrier, 1891,. 

13 

6 

2 

Fran§ais 

Contre le transit. 

Ascama .. ., 

17 Mars, „ .. 

14 

3 

4 

Anglais 

Pour. 

Kaisirieh .. 

11 Juillet, „ .. 

10 

2 

8 

Ottoman 

Abstention. 

Selanik .. .. 

l el Septembre, „ .. 

15 

. . 

. , 


Pour. 

Strathlyon .. 

10 Septembre, „ .. 

9 

8 

4 

Anglais 

Contre. 

Gulf of Genoa .. .. 

21 Octobre, „ .. 

11 

8 

1 


Pour. 

Bellerophon 

30 Novcmbre, „ .. 

15 

B 

B 

JJ • • 

Contre. 


No. 89. 

Memorandum by Mr. Farnall on the Venice Convention, present state of the Question, and 

possible Action with regard to it. 

THE British Delegates at the Sanitary Conference were instructed not to sign the 
Convention which met with the tacit or expressed approval of all the Powers other than 
Great Britain. Great Britain must now, it is presumed, express her objections to that 
Act which prevented her from signing with the others. The question of the grounds on 
which those objections shall be based requires very careful consideration. So long as we 
refused to enter into negotiations with any Power except Egypt in regard to the Sanit ary 
Regulations to be enforced at the entrance of the Suez Canal, our objections to the 
various schemes proposed for allaying the discontent produced by the existing state of 
things, could be put in exceedingly general terms or could be met by a simple negative. 
But the signing of the Anglo-Austrian Protocol and the acceptance of the invitation to 
discuss the Egyptian sanitary matters with all the European Powers, has changed (he 
aspect of that question; it is no longer res integra. 

Our objections to the Venice Convention are mainly that if executed with animus 
against this country it might be turned into an engine of intolerable oppression to our 
navigation. But this objection can hardly be stated to the Powers we suspect of being 
willing to allow the rules to be abused, and there is, therefore, a certain incentive to base 
objection on some of the many generalities which have served our purpose up to last year 
for refusing to discuss the question at all. 

Let us consider what is the force of the more generally cited of these old arguments 
and how far they mav be made use of as reasons for refusing to accede to the new 
Convention. 

We have usually acted as though there were some very radical difference of opinion 
as to the nature and mode of propagation of cholera between English and Indian 
authorities on the one hand and Continental opinion on the other. The existence of such 
a difference of opinion has often been touched upon in Foreign Office despatches. But 
does such a difference really exist at the present time ? It was at one time held on the 
Continent that merely touching a letter from a town where a few cases of cholera had 
occurred might give the disease. Such opinions have disappeared. The English Delegates 
at Sanitary Conferences have, I think, very generally refrained from expressing any 
opinion on the etiology of cholera; but if we wish to know official opinion in the United 
Kingdom, we may safely deduce them from the Regulations prepared for this country. 
The Local Government Board’s Cholera Order of 1890 is perfectly in harmony with the 
theory enunciated at Venice and assented to by all the Technical Delegates present, namely, 
that the infective germ of cholera is disseminated only by means ot the dejections and 
ejections of the choleraic sick; that the germ may retain its infective force for a long 
time, perhaps a year; that it may almost certainly be destroyed by suitable disinfection, 
e.g., by damp heat of 105 or 110 degrees centigrade; that the period of incubation in the 
human subject is not more than some three days. But it is thought that the medical 
advisers of Her Majesty’s Government will not disagree, in the main, with this definition 
as the best and most generally useful that science can at present give. 































88 


Indian official and technical authorities on the other hand have frequently expressed 
their opinion on the nature and propagation of cholera; Sir J. Fayrer’s declaration at 
Amsterdam in 1883 was clear and authoritative. He said that he and his Indian colleagues 
had never in a single instance been able to satisfy themselves that cholera could spread from 
man to man. It is, however, maintained on the Continent that Indian official practice is 
not always in harmony with that theory just referred to, but is in harmony with the theory 
propounded at Venice—and, indeed, hardly with any other. These observations largely 
account for the remarkable circumstance that although the opinion usually put forward by 
Indian officials has been repeatedly submitted to scientific Europe by the cleverest 
exponents of that theory, it has made no way whatever. It is also often observed on the 
Continent that Drs. Klein and Gibbs, who investigated Dr. Koch’s discoveries as to 
cholera, have been equally unable to carry conviction, although Indian officials constantly 
refer to their " Etiology of Cholera ” as having settled the question of the communication 
of cholera directly or indirectly from man to man. 

But it is remarked that the phenomena cited by Indian doctors in support of their 
theory are capable of positive deductions, while in India purely negative deductions are 
alone drawn from them. 

To cite an example. Drs. Klein and Gibbs, far from holding that the ejections and 
dejections of the choleraic sick have anything to do with the propagation of cholera, lay 
the greatest possible stress on the fact that cholera does not spread in hospitals; they 
state the position in a remarkably strong manner, namely, that persons occupied in 
“ handling the evacuations ” of the choleraic in hospitals are particularly exempt from 
attack. Now it is not alleged that these substances are in themselves prophylactic; the 
question at once arises whether this immunity is not due ’rather to the fact that under the 
Indian Cholera Regulations particular care is enjoined on all hospital attendants to keep 
themselves scrupulously free from such contaminations? The immunity referred to, 
instead of proving that no infective matter proceeds from the sick, supports the theory 
that the infective matter lies in the evacuations; those who keep themselves free from, or 
scrupulously cleansed from, that contamination, escape; and it must be carefully noted 
that the Indian Regulations speak of nothing in connection with the sick that is to be 
avoided other than contact with the evacuations. 

At Venice there was a tacit understanding not to raise contentious points as to the 
etiology of cholera; but if we found our objections to the Convention on an allegation 
that Indian opinion, more conversant than European with the malady, is different from 
the latter and holds that the nature and propagation of cholera do not justify the measures 
proposed for ships that have, or have had, cholera on board, we shall certainly be referred 
from Indian theory to Indian practice. The Indian Regulations concerning cholera 
among troops, communicated to the Rome Sanitary Conference in 1885, contain the 
following provisions:— 

Section 6. Care to be taken against pollution of drinking water. 

Section 7. Soldiers and others in the cantonments are not to go into places where a 
case of cholcmt has occurred. 

Sections 19 and ‘20. The room in which a case has occurred—and still better, the 
whole buildim;'—us to be immediately evacuated, and no one is to enter it except for the 
purpose of di-infccting it; and those, even the perfectly healthy , who were in the room or 
building are, as much as possible, to be isolated for tea days from those among whom no 
case has occurred. 

Section 21. Each time a place is contaminated by a case of cholera, the body, or 
group, ol men affected is cleared out to another place; should a third case occur, the men 
arc moved right away from the contagion to a preparatory cholera camp. The disease is 
not treated as a malaria, for (section 24), although cholera is stated evidently to attach 
itself to particular localities, yet, as a rule, only those particular buildings where a case has 
actually occurred must, as of necessity, be evacuated. 

The body of men who occupied the place where the case occurred, although they are 
quite healthy, must be separated from the rest of the troops. 

Section 25. In the cholera camp the separate detachments of men are to be kept as 
distinct as possible. 

Section 29. Cholera-stricken detachments in trains are to relieve themselves at 
trenches, to be dug specially along the line, and are on no account to use the station 
latrines. 

Section 30. At the cholera camps the trenches are to be to leeward only, and all 
evacuations are to oe immediately covered up with fresh earth; the strictest attention is to 
he paid to this all-important point. 
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Section 37. No water derived from sources in cantonments used by the infected may 
be taken into a camp whither the healthy have been moved. 

Section 44. Every arrangement to be made so that if a case of cholera should occur 
in a town or in cantonments it shall be removed to some temporary hut and not be treated 
in the general hospital. 

Section 45. Patients, i.e., those already in hospital, must not, if possible, be treated 
for cholera in the same ward with other diseases. The ward where the cholera case occurs 
must be evacuated. 

Section 46. Every effort to he made to get rid of the evacuations of the choleraic as 
completely and carefully as possible. They are to be received into vessels containing 
disinfectants, and are not, if possible, to he thrown down the common latrines, but are to 
be mixed with fresh earth and buried in trenches dug on purpose, the vessels being 
thoroughly cleansed at the trenches. Attendants on the choleraic are, on no account, to 
use the same latrines, wash-houses, &c., as the sick. The utmost care is to be taken that 
the hands of cholera attendants be constantly and scrupulously cleansed, and if their 
clothes become soiled with choleraic evacuations, they are to be taken off at once and 
thoroughly disinfected. Clothes, &c., are to be disinfected by boiling ; rooms, furniture, 
&c., by scraping and fumigating with chlorine gas, nitrous acid gas, or sulphurous acid gas 
and dry heat up to 212 degrees Fahrenheit. 

These Regulations are analogous in their basis to those recommended at Venice, and 
it will not have escaped notice that they strongly recommend that even the perfectly 
healthy, who may have been in contact with the choleraic, shall be isolated from those who 
have certainly had no such contact. In this respect they coincide more closely with the 
Venice Rules than with the Local Government Board’s Cholera Regulations. It is, in fact, 
impossible to conceive the rationale of these Regulations unless the evacuations of the sick 
are held to be directly or indirectly the main source of danger; this is the more apparent 
if we remember the very proper insistance of Indian officials on the principle that no 
particular practice may be enforced as a safeguard against the propagation of cholera (or 
any other disease) unless the theory underlying the practice is thoroughly established. If 
the evacuations are really held to be infective, directly or indirectly ; unless the room 
where a case has occurred is really held to be extremely likely to contain infective matter 
until after disinfection, provisions regarding the avoidance of the one or the other are a 
needless gene —they are themselves a danger, because attending to them gives a false 
security, and inevitably causes other precautions to be neglected. 

The Venice Rules, be it added, like those of India, are perfectly compatible with the 
position that attendance on the sick is in no way dangerous provided always the proper 
preeautions are taken. The French and Italian Delegates noted the fact that during the 
.last outbreak in Europe, cholera did not attack hospital attendants, where rules for the 
avoidance of contact with, and for the disinfection of, the evacuations, as prescribed in 
India, were rigidly enforced. 

Indian practice, as described above, applies mainly to European troops. The 
Regulations themselves state that they are applicable to native regiments, but add that 
cholera, as a matter of fact, rarely spreads in native regiments. Now many Indian doctors, 
when describing the treatment followed in India, have conveyed the impression that so little 
is man a centre of infection, that no precautions such as those just referred to could be of 
any use. Their observations must be taken as referring to the practice adopted exclusively 
with regard to natives. But, as the Regulations point out, the native is in a condition 
different from that of the adventitious European. Cholera does not now spread among 
the natives, such as soldiers, whose sanitary condition is well cared for. Cholera has been 
persistent all over India since 1817; the bulk of the population consists of strains that 
have become repellent of the disease; but Europeans are not by any means in this 
condition. Although cholera has since 1817 several times visited Europe it has, in its 
epidemic form, disappeared after each attack. It is hardly necessary to cite analogous 
phenomena in the case of other diseases: although measles, for instance, are very persistent 
and very common in Europe, the proportion of deaths to cases is infinitely small; but 
when measles invaded Fiji for the first time, a very large proportion of the population 
perished in a few months. 

It is, therefore, to Indian practice with regard to the adventitious population that our 
attention should be directed. 

It thus appears that we cannot found objection to the Venice Rules on the ground 
that they rest on a theory of cholera, and of its propagation, which we reject; for even 
supposing a difference of theory, there is almost identity of practice. 

Neither can we safely found objection on our superior tonnage in the Canal, and 
maintain that our representation at the Board should in some degree be proportionate to 
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our navigation interests. For it would be pointed out that we had always said that the 
Board’s mission was to protect Egypt from disease; but that the interests of Egypt in 
this matter are, it is evident, by no means necessarily identical with those of navigation. 
Moreover, the Powers would urge that, as cholera is always present in India, and perhaps 
in certain other Eastern countries, but as it is not always present in Europe, there is a 
moral obligation to allow the adoption of the best precautions of which circumstances 
permit at the Canal and in Egypt, those being the only routes to the Mediterranean by 
which there is frequent and rapid communication to India and the East. It would be 
observed further by the Powers that it is found that such precautions are not greater or 
other than are required for the protection of Egypt herself, seeing her geographical situa¬ 
tion, and the fact that she is administratively and sanitarily far less prepared to deal with 
imported cases of cholera, once they are free in her territories, than in any other countries, 
such as England for instance. 

We can no longer urge that the sea route presents no danger ; that cholera never lasts 
long enough on the high seas to make it possible to bring cases of cholera into an Egyptian 
or a European port from India; there are now on record many cases of the spread of 
cholera on board ships after many days at sea, and cases where the numbers affected, 
compared to the total number on board, has corresponded to an epidemic of terrific 
violence on land; e.g., the “Ch&teau Yquem,” which during thirty-one days of sea 
voyage had thirty-eight deaths from cholera, and (I believe) more than seventy non-fatal 
cases. She sailed from Tonquin to France. The “ Crocodile,” from India to England, 
had nine cases on board, one at least in the Canal and one in the Mediterranean. The 
Report of the Indian Sanitary Commission for 1881 cites several cases where cholera 
broke out fifteen and twenty days after leaving the Indian port. 

It would seem, therefore, having regard to the above considerations, that objection 
to the Venice scheme will have to be limited to the details of that scheme, and to the 
constitution of the Board proposed for administering it. Here we are met by a dilemma: 
we will trust neither the future Board nor its officers, while the other European Powers 
will, where cholera is concerned, trust neither a British official nor a Board over which 
we have control, or over which it is thought we have control. 

Let us consider the existing state of things and any possible means of getting over 
the difficulty. 

The existing system gives us absolutely no guarantee for the future; we cannot be 
sure either that the exceptions now allowed will be continued, or that the present Regula- 
tions will not be made more severe, or be abused to our detriment. The majority which 
has so often been in our favour, depends not on the number of Jie Egyptian votes—in the 
vast majority of divisions three Egyptian votes would have sufficed—but on the fact that 
the foreign Delegates are never united. The public opinion of Egypt—that is the opinion 
of Egyptian officials—is largely in favour of strictness, and the Egyptian vote would be 
against the interests of our navigation if we lost our influence over the Egyptian Govern¬ 
ment. On the other hand, the existing divisions among the foreign Delegates would 
at once disappear if a really serious epidemic broke out to the east of Egypt. If the 
letter of the existing Regulations were enforced, to say nothing of abuse to our detriment, 
or of the adoption of more stringent Regulations, we should have to face the question of 
abolishing the Board, although it would be only carrying out its known Regulations. It 
certainly appears that the Venice system, if fairly worked, would be much better than even 
present practice; but if that system were unfairly worked to our prejudice, we should 
be in a position no worse than we should be if the present Regulations were enforced to 
the letter; /.e., we should have to face the same question of abolition ; but we should have 
a far better justification for our action, the fact, namely, that the Board was abusing, was 
violating Regulations which it had no power to vary without our consent. The Mediter¬ 
ranean Powers who treat Egypt as a defence against Asiatic disease, would not, however, 
for their own interests, drive us to such an extreme measure. The Venice system has 
received their assent; they accept it as a sufficient safeguard ; but they by no means 
accept the present practice of the Alexandria Board as a sufficient safeguard. There is, 
therefore, a far greater likelihood that the Powers will not drive us to extremes under the 
Venice system than under the present system. If by permitting gross abuse they forced 
us to abolition under the Venice system, they would be forcing us to abolish what they 
hold to be a sufficient protection to themselves ; whereas, if they forced us to abolition 
under the present system, they would only be losing what they consider to be an 
insufficient safeguard; they would only be losing what they do not value. 

It may certainly be assumed that the Powers are sincere in objecting to the free 
passage, even in quarantine, of ships that have, or recently had, cholera on board, as 
recently as the Rome Conference (1885) that principle was proposed by the British 
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Delegates in a formula calculated to win every possible vote, namely, that ships might pasd 
in quarantine provided they were not going to touch at any port in Egypt or in Europe. 
Of course, ports in the United Kingdom were not intended to be excluded, and the real 
meaning of the proposal was no doubt amply explained by the British Delegates; but the 
Resolution, as actually submitted to the vote, was the bare principle without any possibility 
of practice, and its real aim might well have been misunderstood, yet it obtained not one 
single foreign vote. 

There are, however, many considerations which go to show that the working of the 
new Rules by the new Board may be less impartial and more harmonious than is 
anticipated. 

"When the Venice Conference met it had long been notorious that the existing system 
did not satisfy either Great Britain or the other Powers. Austria came forward with a settle¬ 
ment on lines accepted by Great Britain. Notwithstanding the fact that that settlement 
had been rejected in 1885 by all the Powers except Great Britain, the changed political 
aspect of Europe certainly made France fear that Austria, sure, no doubt, of the votes of 
the Triple Alliance, might, by the help of some of the Minor Powers, obtain a majority, 
even though a small one, in favour of the Protocol; the minority would have included but 
two of the Great Powers—France and Russia; the tables would then have been turned, and 
France would have found herself in the position, attributed for many years past to 
England, that, namely, of being obstructive and standing out against any settlement 
that had a chance of being adopted by others. France had no desire to see Austria 
leading Europe to a settlement. She was, therefore, bound, in order to save her politico- 
scientific position, to propose a system that should unite a greater number of votes than 
the Protocol, and that should, if possible, enlist the sympathies of Great Britain by being 
as near as possible to the adoption in Egypt of the English system, or of the Indian 
system that is applied to Europeans. The following is the substance of what was said 
privately at Venice by the French Delegates:— _ ~ 

“This we know is your English and Indian system, with the minimum of alteration 
that will secure its adoption. Had you proposed it, it would have been at once rejected, 
because no one has confidence in you the moment cholera is concerned; but if it comes 
from us, and with the guarantee of the representatives of French science that it is sufficient, 
it will be accepted.” 

France has every interest in seeing the new system work well. If it fails to satisfy us 
or any other of the Great Powers, her position of leader of Europe in politico-medical 
matters will be completely gone. Her leadership in purely scientific-medical matters has 
already passed to Germany; that fact makes her all the less likely to sacrifice what she 
still holds, or thinks she holds. 

In the next place, one, at least, of the Board’s doctors at Suez will almost certainly be 
English, another French, and the remaining two of other nationalities. It is conceded at 
Venice, in private conversation, that the most undesirable kind of international politics has 
invaded the present Board; but there is a sincere desire to raise the status, as was shown 
by the hearty support given to the provision, that future members shall be men of a certain 
official or medical rank. But even if no improvement in this respect takes place at 
Alexandria, the doctors at Suez will he far removed from the had political atmosphere of 
Alexandria. The members of the medical profession are, as a rule, characterized by great 
uprightness. The fact that the authorities at Suez will he medical men and not laymen is 
in itself a safety; exaggeration and national bias at Sanitary Conferences has been shown 
much more by political than by purely technical Delegates. The Board’s present doctors, 
to whom the Regulations confide a very large discretion, are mostly Gieeks and Italians. 
Although they are poorly paid and are exposed to considerable pressure and to great 
temptations, they have kept themselves quite independent. There is every hope that 
the better class of doctors now proposed will be quite as upright as their humbler 
predecessors. 

It has been said above that the Venice Rules will not satisfy the Powers if they are 
administered by a Board at which many votes are, or are supposed to be, under our con¬ 
trol. We, on the other hand, have no confidence in the Venice scheme if administered by 
a Board with only one British and three Egyptian votes. 

In what direction is conciliation possible? Hardly, in the appointment of any official 
at Suez depending on the British Government, and having power to overrule the Board in 
the case of British ships; hardly, in the direction of requiring security from infected ships ; 
from the point of view of the Mediterranean Powers security equal to the value of the 
ship and cargo is as nothing compared with the risk of bringing cholera into Southern 
Europe. 

Neither will any of the Powers who voted against the principle of the Protocol be at 
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till likely to consent to any such amendment of the scheme as would, in any circumstances, 
permit the passage of the choleraic sick or of contaminated persons or effects into Egypt 
or into the Mediterranean; in that respect the Venice Rules are founded on an absolute 
principle, and, in their very nature, admit of no exceptions; nor does it seem that, even if 
we could obtain permission to pass certain classes of infected ships through the Canal, we 
should then be secure against gross partiality exercised to the detriment of our flag. We 
could only ask for passage to a British port; the Suez authorities might still perversely 
declare every intestinal illness on a British ship to have been cholera, and force that ship 
to proceed to a British port. 

But few would risk travelling by ships that were liable to be forced to drop their 
Brindisi or Naples passengers at Malta (cut off, for sanitary reasons, from the rest of the 
Mediterranean) or carry them round by sea to London. It might be thought that the 
spirit of competition would certainly lead, say, Italy to receive English ships even though 
declared at Suez to have cholera on board, and that, say France, for the sake of the traffic 
of her own ports, would have to do likewise. But is not this somewhat unlikely 1 The 
gross partiality supposed would allow Italian and French ships to pass freely, and the rich 
harvest of passenger and goods traffic which would fall to their share, the moment no 
English ships could make sure of being allowed to run to France or Italy, would make up 
a thousandfold for the loss of the custom of English ships in the ports of those countries. 

We only desire to prevent unfairness; how would it be, therefore, to propose that 
each Power may appoint and pay a “Mddecin Sanitaire” at Suez, who would be a member of 
the Board with a consultative voice only, on just the same footing as the existing“Mddecins 
Sanitaires” of France and England at Alexandria. So far as the British medical officer at 
Suez was concerned, he would have power to inspect, conjointly with the Board’s doctor, 
every British ship arriving at Suez from the East.* 

In the event of the British ship not accepting the finding of the Board’s doctor, and 
in the event of the British doctor supporting the ship, the British Delegate at the Board 
would have the great advantage, on the case coming up, of having not merely the captain’s 
statement, but the written or oral statement of a doctor who had actually inspected the 
ship and examined her papers. Not only would our hands be strengthened in each 
individual case, but if it became necessary to demand of Egypt that the Board, on account 
of gross, flagrant, and continued partiality, must be abolished, we should be able to found 
that demand on exceedingly good evidence. 

It should be remembered that a case of disagreement as to the treatment of a par¬ 
ticular British ship would, under the Venice scheme, come before the Permanent 
Committee, consisting of two foreign Delegates, the President and Vice-President—both 
Egyptian officials—and the British Delegate, if not already a member of the Committee. 

The actual points on which it is feared that gross abuse may be practised are the 
following:— 

1. Extension beyond all necessary limit of the landing of the healthy; and— 

2. The classing as cholera of cases that are really neither cholera nor choleraic diar¬ 
rhoea. These two complaints are assimilated by the English Regulations. 

In regard to 1. The landing of the healthy rests, no doubt, on the supposition that 
they may have the contagion of the disease in them or on them; hut as the means by 
which that contagion is communicated were clearly stated at Venice, it will be in the 
interest of every ship having cholera on board to prevent dangerous contact between the 
healthy and the sick; the Venice definition is such that dangerous contact is well nigh 
limited to unnoticed, heedless contact. Any observed contamination would be dealt with 
by at once removing the infective matter, as prescribed by the Indian Regulations; very 
definite advice or instruction should, therefore, be drawn up and distributed showing what 
contact is dangerous; the fact that it has been avoided, and the manner in which it has 
been avoided, except in the case of particular persons named, should be accurately and 
fully recorded on the ship’s papers and attested from time to time by all available evidence; 
there should be a similar record showing what parts of the ship have alone been liable to 
be contaminated by infective matter. 

In regard to paragraph 2, namely, what are the characteristic symptoms of 
cholera, we should ask the Local Government Board to draw up an instruction for the 
guidance both of the Sanitary doctors at Suez and of ship’s masters and doctors, setting 
out the symptoms which distinguish from other complaints cholera and choleraic diarrhoea. 
By the help of this instruction, careful and attested record would be made on the ship’s 
papers of the symptoms of every cholera-like attack. 

* It is also a matter for consideration whether he might not also visit a foreign ship if bound for a British 
port, such a right being reciprocally conceded to the French doctor, for example, in the case of a British ship 
Found for a French port. This latter right would certainly be claimed by France. 
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We inspire so little confidence abroad in such matters that it would be well, as a proof 
of good faith, that the cholera instruction should be officially circulated, for their guidance, 
to all port Sanitary authorities in the United Kingdom and communicated to the Govern¬ 
ment of India. 

Both instructions, in order that they may have the effect intended, would, of course, 
have to receive the assent of the Powers; but they should be of such a form that the pre¬ 
cautions would not be obligatory, although the neglect of them would naturally place a 
ship at a disadvantage as to the evidence it could produce at Suez. 

These proposals are merely complementary of the Venice scheme, and involve no 
alteration of it. 

As amendments, we can urge that, in view of the definition accepted at Venice of 
the manner in which cholera is propagated, the landing of the healthy shall in no case 
extend to any person shown by evidence, such as well-kept and credible ship’s papers, not 
to have had any dangerous contact with the sick; and, further, that those who have had 
dangerous contact with the sick shall not be landed unless the condition of the ship is such 
that the parts of the ship contaminated cannot be properly disinfected without such 
persons leaving the ship, and that in that case they may re-embark after the disinfection 
and after they have thoroughly cleansed themselves. The ship would, of course, have to 
remain three, four, or more days off Moses’ Wells to see if any further cases should occur. 
The sick and any fresh case would still, in any case, be landed. I he isolation of the con¬ 
taminated would thus be carried out on board if the condition and accommodation of the 
ship made it possible.* A well-found passenger steamer, carrying a doctor and a disinfector 
and able to prove strict isolation of the sick and careful disinfection en route, would pass in 
quarantine after landing the sick and their one or two attendants, and disinfection of the 
place where the sick actually lay. 

With regard to the number of Egyptian Delegates and its effect on the votes of the 
Board the following statistics may be of interest. 

Since its establishment in 1881 the Board has divided 168 times on the question 
whether a particular port shall or shall not be considefed foul. The Egyptian votes were 
decisive in fourteen of these divisions only : in nine of these fourteen divisions tlnee 
Egyptian votes would have sufficed to override the foreign votes: the Egyptian votes were 
divided in forty-six divisions: at thirty-four divisions there were Egyptian abstentions; 
the British and Egyptian members present at these divisions have always been less in 
number than the foreign members present, except on six occasions, when they were equal, 
and one occasion, when they were in a majority of one. The average number of Egyptian 
and British members present has been 6*6, against 10 9 others. 

The vote on questions of permitting infected ships to pass the Canal in quarantine 
nas usually been taken by Circular letter; the proportion of divisions where the Egyptian 
vote has been decisive is higher than on questions of declaring a port foul. 

The statistics for the years before 1885 are not available. In thirty cases since 1884 
there have been divisions ; in fourteen of these more than oue Egyptian vote was required 
to carry the exceptional treatment; but in nine of these fourteen divisions three Egyptian 
votes in all would have sufficed to override the adverse foreign votes; the Egyptian vote 
was twice divided, and five times there were Egyptian abstentions; with only two excep¬ 
tions the foreign vote (excluding the British vote) was always divided; the average number 
of foreign members voting (excluding the Bvitish member) was 12*o; the average nutn ei 
of British and Egyptian members voting was 8*5; the British and Egyptian votes were 
never on a single occasion in a majority. 

These statistics appear to show that the generally moderate course ol the Eoaid has 
been due to the division of the foreign vote. 

Jri. r. 

Foreign Office, February 29, 1892. 


Minute by Mr. Lowther. 

Lord Salisbury, , . „ n . 

This is a Memorandum by Farnall upon the present, position ol the Suez Eanai 
quarantine questions. It was written by him on his own initiative, but in the main i 
expresses my views, and therefore I venture to submit it. _ 

House of Commons, February 29, 1892. **• * ^* 


* It should be remembered that “ passengers ” includes “ crew,” and that cholera iare y occi.is ex p . g 
the crew, and generally among the native crew. There are, unfortunately, very few ships wicse orec ^ 
bear comparison from the sanitary point of view with a well-ordered establishment sue i as 1 is propose 
at Moses’ Wells, The Indian Regulations advise the evacuation for ten days of even a hospital ward where a case 
of cholera has occurred. (See section 45 quoted above.) ^ 

[501] 2 B 
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Minute by the Marquis of Salisbury. 

Mr. Lowther, 

I HAVE read Mr. Farnall’s Minute. He takes entirely the opposite side to that 
■which has hitherto been taken by Her Majesty’s Government. 

I confess I see no reason to alter the opinions I held when the Protocol was signed. 
The Conference has been an “ untoward event.” But I must fight the battle as best 
I can. 

X may be overruled in the House of Commons, but unless the XIouse chooses to take 
the responsibility on its shoulders, I am not disposed by an international Act to give to 
foreign Powers the right of sending healthy men to a lazaret in waters where those Powers 
have no jurisdiction. 

S. 


No. 90. 

Brigadier-General Jopp to India Office.—(Communicated by Mr. Lowther , March 11, 1892.) 

Sir, Aden Residency, December 30, 1891. 

IN reply to your letter dated the 17th instant, received by the mail of this day, 

I have the honour to report as follows. 

2. In January 1882 the Political Resident received authority from the Government of 
India to bring into force when necessary the Indian Quarantine Rules (B), copy attached, 

“ against cholera, plague, yellow fever, and other diseases not commonly prevalent among 
Indian populations.” 

3. The object of the imposition of quarantine here, at Perim, and the Somali Coast 
ports of Zeyla, Bulhar, and Berbera, always effected simultaneously, is for the purpose of 
maintaining free communication with Egypt. Therefore, Aden invariably follows Egypt 
at once upon telegraphic receipt of information that the Quarantine Board has quarantined 
any country or port. There have been only two instances during recent years in which 
the Resident has acted before Egypt, owing to his having received information of the 
outbreak of cholera in the Red Sea ports before the news reached Egypt, and in both 
cases that country acted immediately afterwards. 

4. With reference to the questions asked in Sir J. Lowther’s despatch, I beg to reply 
as follows:— 

(1.) Transhipment of passengers and cargo in quarantine (when Aden is “clean”). 

I can call to mind no instance of the transhipment of cargo, but should it be necessary, 
the vessel receiving the same from a “quarantined” vessel would at once be treated as in 
quarantine. Passengers and ships’ officials, and postal officials have been landed here on 
the quarantine station (an island), or on the quarantine Hat “ Hyderabad,” and embarked 
again before their full period of detention was completed ; in such cases the vessel receiving 
them has been at once placed in quarantine. 

“ Clean ” vessels receiving passengers direct from a quarantined vessel are similarly 
“ quarantined ” at once. 

(2.) Treatment of ships from “ clean ” ports in regard to coaling and taking 
passengers or cargo on board when Aden has been considered “infected” or “foul.” 
The last instance was in the year 1881, when there was cholera in Aden. 

Then vessels from a “ clean” port were allowed to receive coal, provisions, and water 
by means of lighters dropped alongside under police supervision to prevent persons on 
board coming in contact with those residing in the Settlement, and under these circum¬ 
stances the port surgeon was authorized to certify on the bill of health that no communi¬ 
cation had taken place with the shore. 

As a reply is urgently required, 1 am unable to-day to trace facts regarding cargo, 
but il is highly probable that none was taken from the shore in the way that coal was 
shipped. But transhipment of both passengers and cargo from vessel to vessel, both 
being from “clean” ports did take place, no communication being permitted from either 
with the shore. 

The system of coaling vessels in quarantine has been at all times the same, that is to 
say, coal bags have been placed from the lighters on stages let down from the vessel if the 
vessel received coal on deck; if through the ship’s sides, similarly; and when the bunkers 
can only be filled from the deck, screens are placed across that portion of the deck 
isolating the portion on which the coal coolies work. In all cases there has been polico 
supervision, and no contact is allowed. 
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(3.) Treatment of vessels from “ foul ” ports in regard of passengers or cargo for 
transhipment into vessels from “clean” ports. Regarding this, it is merely necessary to 
gay that the vessel from the “ foul” port remains in quarantine, and that immediately 
upon any communication from her to the vessel from the “ clean ” port by transfer of 
passengers or cargo, or otherwise the latter vessel becomes quarantined. 
v 4, A list is appended of the British and foreign lines of steamers which coal, tranship, 
and provision at Aden. But there are also numerous other vessels belonging to private 
owners or small firms. I fear that it is impossible at present to give a detail of the ports 
to which all vessels run, as the time at disposal before the anival of the mail to-moirow is 
insufficient; but a list of ports can be prepared and forwarded subsequently. I may, 
however, say that vessels touching here run to all the principal ports in the East. 

5. In conclusion, I beg to forward a copy of the Medical Inspection of Vessel Rules 
which have been adopted. 

1 have, &c. 

(Signed) JOHN JOPP. 


Inclosure 1 in No. 90. 

(B.)—Quarantine Rtjles. 

Notification—General Department. 

Bombay Castle, 

IN exercise of the power conferred by Act I of 1870, the following Rules for 
Quarantine against Cholera have been made by the Government of Bombay, with the 
previous sanction of the Governor-General in Council; they have effect from 
instant in the ports of Aden, Perim, and the Somali Coast as a temporary measure. 

1. The commander of every vessel, including buggafows or^ other native 
f rom shall, before entering the harbour, indicate by signal the port tio 

' VhiC l S strclm“hall not, except as hereinafter provided allowcommuni¬ 
cation, either with the pilot boat, except orally, or with the shore, 01 with any 

the commander shall cause the letter “ R” of the Commer¬ 
cial Signal Code tote hoisted, and shall keep the said Hag flying during h,s stayin.portor 
until authorized by the Health Officer to haul it down. If —turn with!the *ihoie 
is not desired the vessel shall anchor at such place as may be pointed out by the por 

^ ^infection, 

“ oo,din8 *° 

the following scale:— 

After eight days of voyage, six days of quarantine. 

Do. nine do. five do. 

Do. ten do. four do. 

Do. eleven do. three do. 

Do. thirteen do. and upwards, twenty-four hours of quarantine. 

5. K during the period a vessel is '3n“ S^fo- 

cases of cholera should occur on board, the said vebbt S . d b su £; ect to all the 
period of seven days from the date of the last case occuning, and j 

prohibitions provided for in Rule 3. t np as aforesaid, the Health Officer 

_ iSvzstJz r»-> - - —. 
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from illness, and whose services may not be required on board the vessel, to such particular 
spots as may from time to time be selected by the Resident as places of quarantine, there 
to remain for a period of seven days. If a case of cholera occurs among such passengers 
and crew during any such period, they shall remain in a place of quarantine for a period of 
fifteen days from the date of the occurrence of the last case of such illness. 

7. Any mails or cargo which may be brought by any vessel so arriving shall be landed 
under such precautions as the Health Officer may deem necessary to prevent the spread of 
the disease. 

8. It will be the duty of the Port Officer to facilitate the conveyance to all vessels in 
quarantine of such supplies of provisions, stores, and other articles as may be required by 
those on board. Such supplies will be placed on the boats of the vessels in quarantine to 
be subsequently removed by members of their crews. 

9. All vessels arriving at Aden, Perim, and the Somali Coast which may have 

communicated with vessels coming from shall be subjected to the same 

quarantine as vessels arriving at Aden, Perim, and the Somali Coast from 

10. All vessels which have undergone quarantine in the manner above prescribed 
should have the fact clearly stated on their Bills of Health. 

By order of his Excellency the Right Honourable the Governor in Council, 


Inclosure 2 in No. 90. 

List of several Lines of Steamers, British and Foreign, which call at Aden. 

British. 

Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company. 

British India Steam Navigation Company. 

Ducal Line. 

Bombay and Persia Steam Navigation Company. 

Clan Line. 

Anchor Line. 

Persian Gulf Steam-ship Company. 

Foreign, 

Messageries Maritimes Company. 

North German Lloyd. 

Austro-Hungarian Lloyd. 

Mala Real Portugueza. 

Rotterdam Lloyd Steam Navigation Company. 

Stoomvaart Maatschappy, Nederland. 

Rubattino Steam-ship Company. 

Paquebot-Poste Kh^divial. 

Inclosure 3 in No. 90. 

Medical Inspection of Vessels. 

THE Rules framed by Government under section G, clause (p) of the Indian Port 
Act 10 of 1889, under Government Notification No. 3873, dated the 18th September, 
1889, have been adopted into the port of Aden as follows 

1. The master of every vessel, in or entering port, on board of which there is or has 
been during the voyage from which she is arriving or has last arrived, either among the 
passengers or crew any case of cholera, small-pox, or other epidemic disease common in 
India, or of measles or scarlatina, or if two or more deaths from unknown or suspicious 
causes have occurred on the voyage, shall report such case or cases at the earliest possible 
moment to the Health Officer of the port, unless it shall appear that notice had already 
been received by that officer through the pilot, or by signal or otherwise as provided for 
by Rule 2. 

2. If the vessel is corning into port the master shall report such case or cases to the 
pilot or other boarding officer at the earliest opportunity, or if she be not boarded or is 
already at anchor within port limits, shall hoist a signal which shall be during the day the 
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flag “ R” of the Commercial Code at the main, and during the night two white lights one 
above the other at the same place. 

C2A It shall be the duty of the pilot or other officer to whom any such report is 
made^ to communicate the same directly to the Health Officer. The Port Officer m any 
case of which he has received information from a pilot or other officer or by signal shall 
forthwith communicate the information to the Health Officer. . 

(3.) Pending the arrival of the Health Officer the master shall act as laid down m 

Rules 5 and 6. 

3 The Health Officer, as soon as possible after receipt of any report of the nature 
contemplated in Rules 1 aid 2, shall inspect the vessel, more especially with reference to 
iis sanitary condition, shall inquire into the circumstances attending the case or cases of 
the said disease, and shall, with the assistance of the harbour police, arrange for the 
conveyance of all persons suffering from such disease, and whom it may be necessary to 
land to the appointed hospital, and for the separation and disinfection or destruction of any 
infected bedding, clothes, and cargo. 

(2.) The following are the appointed hospitals referred to in this section : 

For Cholera and Plague. —The hospital on the Alia Island. 

For Small-pox. —The small-pox hospital at Mualla. 

For other Infectious Diseases.— Such hospitals in Aden as the Health Officer of the 
port may determine in each case. 

(3.) The master, owner, or agent of the vessel from which sick persons shall be 
landed under this Rule shall be liable for all expenses incurred on account of the sick 
persons treated at the said appointed hospitals if such persons are not passengers 

for Aden. 

4. The route from the vessel to the hospital for cholera on Alia Island, or the 
small-pox hospital at the Maalla, will be by sea outside, i.e., to the north of the shipping. 
The patient will be conveyed from the vessel in a boat, flying the yellow flag both going 
and returning and such boat shall in no way communicate with any other vessel or bo 
or wftli B e^hore, except at the appointed landing for the said hospitals. The ves el 
from which the patient is landed shall provide a carrying party from the shore to i 

hospital.^o com . ng un(Jer Rule 1 shall enter the inner harbour without the 

permission of the Health Officer of the port. But when the disease or diseases m question 
are limited to one or two cases, she shall not be prohibited from proceeding to or 
remaining at the usual place of anchorage in the harbour if the Health O ' 
and no person will be permitted to land or communicate with any other vessel without t 
written approval of tlie Health Officer to be intimated at once to the harbour police, 
the master of the vessel shall be responsible that all suitable precautions aie taken t 

prevent the spread of the disease. f r0 m their 

V 6 Where cases have been more numerous than one oi two, or vs hen Horn tn 

occurring on pilgrim or emigrant ships, or for other special reasons further Precautions 
mav be deemed advisable, the vessel shall proceed or be removed as soon as possible to 
the^anchorage appointed for the purpose, and none of the passengers or crew shal 
allowed to feave PP nor in the case of undecked vessels shall any cargo be distuibed until 
the Health Officer has made his inspection and has taken such measures as he consider* 
necessary, and in' the case of decked" vessels cargo shall be landed under such precautions 

88 ‘ h ? H Ws°commt u“e last Rule shall remain at the appointed anchorage and 
shall flv the fla* “ Q ” by day at the main, and by night exhibit two red lights one above* th ® 
other at Uiemain till they have been thoroughly cleansed and fumigated, all other 
precautffins considered nece/sary by the Health Officer have been 
has been "iven by him for them to proceed on their voyage o to the usual place 
anchorage? Provided that none of the passengers or crew will be allowed to leave 
ship without the special authority of the Health Officer. 

(2 ) In the case of small-pox it shall be the duty of the Health Officer of the port to 
cause to be vaccinated all those on board who appear to require this piotection, and who 

are willing to accept it. n n 

1501] 
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(8.) The following places of anchorages have been appointed where vessels referred 
to m Rules 6, 7, and 9 shall anchor. 


For Seagoing Vessels 

i nnJ hat i P °? 10n ° f the outer harbour which lies to the southward and westward of, and 
1,000 j ards distance from, an extended line drawn through the Flint Island and the outer 
light vessel bearing W. £ S. and E. N. 


For Coasting Steamers under 200 tons Burden. 

Western Limit.—A line drawn from west end of Flint Island through No. 9 mooring- 
buoy towards the coast. 

Eastern Limit .—A line drawn from east end of Flint Island through No. 11 mooring- 
buoy towards the coast. a 

Southern Limit .—One hundred yards north of a line from No. 9 to No. 11 mooring- 
buoy. & 


For Country Craft. 

A space to the northward of Prince of Wales’ Pier bounded by the following 
limits:— & 

To the Eastward .—A line drawn through No. 5 buoy and the west end of the Union 
Club building. 

To the Westward.—A line drawn through No. 4 buoy and the west end of the Union 
Club building. 

To the Southward .—A line drawn through Jeramah Beacon and the Tower on hill in 
Crater over the Tunnel. 

9. No persons dying of infectious disease of the nature contemplated in these or in 
the Quarantine Rules shall be buried by sea within 10 miles of the port. Persons dying of 
cholera or plague on board vessels in the port shall, if the master of the vessel desires to 
have the body buried on shore, be buried, with the permission of the Health Officer, at 
the appointed quarantine burial-ground to the south of Shaikh Othman, about 300 yards 
distant from Lands’ End, and at no other place. In case of death from other infectious 
diseases on board vessels in the port, the body may be buried at the usual burial-grounds, 
with the permission of the Health Officer, if the master desires the burial to take place on 
shore. The route to the quarantine burial-ground from the vessel will be by sea outside, 
i,e., to the north of the shipping; the corpse will be conveyed from the vessel in a boat, 
flying the yellow flag both going and returning, and such boat shall in no way communicate 
with any other vessel or boat or with the shore except at the appointed burial place. The 
vessel from which the corpse is landed shall send a carrying party from the ship to 
convey the corpse to the burial place; the harbour police shall take steps to see that the 
burial is carried out without undue delay, and that proper precautions are taken against 
the spread of disease. 

(2.) In the absence of friends the expense of disposing of the corpse must be borne 
by the master or owner of the vessel, who will be held responsible that the requirements of 
this Rule are attended to. In the case of infectious diseases in an epidemic form 
occurring among the shipping and native craft in harbour, they will be removed to the 
appointed anchorage under arrangements to be made by the Port Officer, and corpses shall 
be buried in conformity with the above. 

10. All officers of Abkari, port trust, harbour police, or other Government officials, 
should immediately communicate to the Health Officer information of any case of 
infectious disease among the shipping or on the foreshore in places frequented by seamen 
that may come to their notice. 

11. The harbour police have the duty of carrying out the recommendations of the 
Health Officer, under the orders of the Assistant Resident in charge, and are enjoined to 
stiiotly enforce the medical inspection and the quarantine Rules. 
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No. 91. 

Brigadier- General Jopp to India Office.—(Communicated by Mr. Lowther, March 11.) 

Sir Aden Residency , January 23, 1892. 

IN continuation of my letter of the 30th December, 1891, I have the honour to 
attach herewith a statement showing the lines of British and foreign steam-ships which 
call at Aden to coal, tranship, or to provision, and the ports to which they run. 

The list is as full as can be completed here. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) JOHN JOPP. 













(Signed) E. BISHOP, Captain I.M., Port Officer , Aden. 
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No. 92. 

Draft Convention communicated confidentially to the British Delegates at Venice by the 
Austro-Hungarian Delegates.—(Communicated by Mr. Lowther, March 11, 1892.) 

NOUS Soussignes, Repr6sentants de 


ARTICLE I. 

Le Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire d’Egypte prendra ddsormais le titre: 
“ Conseil Sanitaire International.” Ce Conseil est charge d’arreter les mesures h prendre 
pour prevenir l’introduction en Egypte et en Europe des maladies epiddmiques et des 
^pizooties. 

ARTICLE II. 

11 a son siege k 

II est compost de la mani&re suivante:— 

President: Le Ministre des Affaires Etrangeres d’Egypte. 

Un Deldgu6 d’Egypte, d’Angleterre, d’Allemagne, d’Autriche-Hongrie, d’Espagne, 
de France, de Danemark, de la Gr&ce, d’ltalie, des Pays-Bas, de Su&de et Norvege, de 
Portugal, de la Russie, de la Turquie, et de Belgique. 

Les m£decins sanitaires de France et d’Angleterre conserveront leur droit d'assister 
aux seances du Conseil avec voix consultative. 

Tous les Dengues du Conseil doivent etre des fonctionnaires effectifs des Etats qu’ils 
represented d’un rang d’un Vice-Consul au moins. 

Les d6cisions du Conseil ne seront valables qu’autant qu’elles auront la majority des 
voix, c’est-h-dire, la moitie plus un (8 voix). 

Le President ne vote qu’en cas d’un pavtage des votes. 

En cas d’absence ou d’empfichement du President il sera suppl6e par le Detegud 
d’Angleterre (par un DeRgud d’une Grande Puissance a tour de r61e). 

ARTICLE III. 

Le Conseil Sanitaire International exerce une surveillance permanente sur l’etat 
sanitaire de l’Egypte et sur les provenances dtrang&res. 

ARTICLE IV. 

Tous les pays represents au Conseil doivent envoyer au Conseil par la voie la plus 
courte les bulletins sanitaires de leurs pays et Colonies et annoneer immddiatement 1’appari¬ 
tion des maladies epidemiques et des dpizooties. 

ARTICLE V. 

Le Conseil arrete les mesures preventives ayant pour objet d’empScher 1’introduction 
en Egypte et en Europe, par les fronti&res maritimes ou les frontieres du Desert, des 
maladies epidemiques ou des epizooties, et determine les points ou devront 6tre instalies 
les campements provisoires et les etablissements permanents quarantenaires. 


ARTICLE VI., 


II formule l’annotation a inscrire sur la patente ddiivree par les Offices Sanitaires aux 
navires en partance. 


ARTICLE VII. 


Le Conseil a la faculte d’assurer la surveillance et le controle par l’envoi des Commis¬ 
sions ou Deiegues du Conseil sur place l’execution des mesures sanitaires, quarantenaires, 
ou administratives, qu’il a arretees. / 

II formule tous les Rfeglements relatifs au service quarantenaire et veille ix leur stricte 
execution, tant en ce qui eoneerne la protection du pays que le maintien des garanties 
stipules par les Conventions Sanitaires Internationales. 

[501] 2 D 
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ARTICLE VIII. 

11 rdglemente, au point de me sanitaire, les conditions dans lesquelles doit s’effectuer 
le transport des p&lerins & aller et retour du Hedjaz, et surveille leur iStat de sant4 en temps 
du p&lerinage. 

ARTICLE IX. 

Le President, et, en cas de son absence ou d’empeehement, son rempla^ant, est chargd 
d’assurer l’exdcution des decisions du Conseil. 


ARTICLE X. 

Le Directeur de 1’Administration, les Directeurs des Offices Sanitaires, les mddecins des 
lazarets et campements quarantenaires, le Delegue du Conseil & Djeddah, et le Secretaire 
du Conseil doivent dtre choisis parmi les docteurs en mddecine munis de diplotnes delivrds 
par les Universitds d’Europe (sous reserve des droits acquis). 

Us doivent Stre des hygi^nistes. 


ARTICLE XI 

Tous les fonctionnaires et employes du service quarantenaire scront choisis parmi les 
concurrents apr£s examen fait et nommds par le Conseil Sanitaire International. 

ARTICLE XII. 

Les Directeurs sont responsables de la bonne execution du service. 


ARTICLE XIII. 

Un Comite' de Discipline, compose de trois Ddlegues du Conseil, est charge d’examiner 
les plaintes portdes contre les agents du service. II dresse sur chaque affaire un Rapport, 
et le soumet it l’appreciation du Conseil rerni en assemble gendrale. 

La decision du Conseil sera executde par le President. 

Le Comitd de Discipline peut infliger, sans consulter le Conseil: (1) le blame; (2) la 
suspension du traitement jusqu’& un mois. 

ARTICLE XIV. 

Les peines disciplinaires sont:— 

1. Le bl&me. 

2. La suspension du traitement depuis huit jours jusqu’a trois mois, 

5. Le displacement sans indemnite. 

4. La revocation. 

Le tout sans prejudice des poursuites a exercer pour les crimes ou ddlits de droit 
commun. 


ARTICLE XV. 

Les droits Sanitaires et Quarantenaires sont per<?us par les agents qui reinvent du 
Service Sanitaire International. 

Les agents comptables adressent leur comptabilite et le produit de leur perceptions k 
la presidence du Conreil. 

L’agent comptable, chef du bureau central de la comptabilitd leur en donne decharge 
sur le visa du President du Conseil. 

ARTICLE XVI. 

Le Conseil Sanitaire International dispose de ses finances. 

L’adminstration des recettes et des ddpenses est confix k un Comite des Finances, 
compose de trois D61eguds dlus par le Conseil pour un an, renouvelables par tiers tous les 
six mois, sans qu’un Ddlegu^ puisse 6tre rdelu avant une pdriode de deux ans apr£s sa 
sortie lu Comitd. 

Ce Comitd propose au Conseil les depenscs a faire. 

Ce n’est qu’apr^s l’acceptation du Conseil que ces depenses peuvent £tre effectu&s. 

Ce Comite rend les comptes au Conseil tous les trois mois et depose au Conseil son 
bilan h la fin de chaque annee. 


Avant l’expiration de l’annde le Conseil decide le budget de l'annee prochaine. 

Les Gouvernements des Puissances repr6sent£es au Conseil exercent leur droit du 
contrdle sur les finances du Conseil par leurs Deleguds. 

ARTICLE XVII. 

Le vote secret sera ordonnd chaque fois que trois membres le demandent et dans 
toutes les questions personnelles 

(Signatures.) 

Venise, le Janvier , 1892. 


Annexe k la Convention. 

Fonctionnement du Service Sanitaire International. 


Titre I .—Du Conseil Sanitaire International. 

Article 1. Le President est tenu de convoquer le Conseil Sanitaire International en 
stance ordinaire, le premier Mardi de chaque mois. 

II est egalement tenu de le convoquer, lorsque trois membres en font demande. 

II doit enfin reunir le Conseil en stance extraordinaire toutes les fois que les circon- 
stances exigent l’adoption immediate d’une mesure grave. 

Toute decision prise par lettre circulaire n’est pas valable. 

Art. 2. La lettre de convocation indique les questions portees k l’ordre du jour. A 
moins d’urgence il ne pourra etre pris de decisions definitives que sur les questions men- 
tionnees dans la lettre de convocation. 

Art. 3. Le Secretaire du Conseil stenographic les procfes-verbaux des seances. 

Ces procfes-verbaux doivent etre pr^sentes a la signature de tous les membres qui 
assistaient it la seance. 

Ils sont int^gralement copies sur un registre qui est conserve dans les archives con- 
curremment avec les originaux des proees-verbaux. 

Des extraits des proc&s-verbaux sont delivr^s aux Deldgues du Conseil sur leur 
demande. 

Art. 4. Le President ou en son absence son rempla^ant, dirige les deliberations du 
Conseil. 

Le President vote seulement en cas de partage. 

Art. 5, Le President aide par deux Dengues des Grandes Puissances, a tour de r61e, 
formant un Comite d’Execution, dirige le service. 

Direction Administrative. 

Art. 6. L’Inspeetorat-Gendral deviendra la Direction administrative. 

Le Directeur dirigera toute 1’Administration. 

II inspecte, au moins une fois par au, chacun des offices, agences, ou postes 
Sanitaires. 

II doit rendre de chaque inspection un Rapport detailld des resultats de sa verifi¬ 
cation k la Presidence du Conseil. 

Secretariat. 

Art. 7. Le Secretariat centralise la correspondance. 

II est charge de la statistique et des archives. 

II lui sera adjoint des commis et des interpr£tes en nombre suffisant pour assurer 
1’expedition des affaires. 

Art. 8. Le Secretaire du Conseil assiste aux seances et redige les proees-verbaux. 

Bureau de Comptabilite'. 

Art. 9. Le chef du Bureau Central de Comptabilitd est “ Agent Comptable.” 

II ne pourra entrer en function avant d’avoir fourni un eautionnement dont le 
quantum sera fixd par lc Conseil Sanitaire International. 

II contrble, sous la direction du Comite des Finances, les operations des proposes k la 
recette des droits Sanitaires. 
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Titre II .—Service des Ports, Stations Quarantenaires, et Lazarets. 

Art. 10. La police sanitaire, maritime, et quarantenaire, le long du littoral Egvptien 
de la M6diterran6e et de la Mer Rouge aussi bien que sur les frontiferes de terre du c6te 
du Desert, est confid aux Directeurs des offices de Santd, Directeurs des lazarets ou campe- 
ments quarentenaires, chefs des agences Sanitaires, ou chefs des postes Sanitaires, et aux 
employes places sous leurs ordres. 

Art. 11. Les Directeurs des offices de Sant6 ont la direction el la responsabilite du 
service, tant de l’office & la t£te duquel ils sont places que des postes Sanitaires qui en 
dependent. 

Ils doivent veiller h, la stride execution des Reglements de Police Sanitaire, Maritime, 
et Quarantenaire. 

Ils se conferment aux instructions qu’ils regoivent de la Prdsidence du Conseil, et 
donnent a tous les employes de leur office, aussi bien qu’aux employes des postes Sanitaires 
qui y sont rattaeh^s, les ordres et les instructions neeessaires. 

Ils sont charges de la reconnaissance et de l’arraisonnement des navires, de l’application 
des mesures quarantenaires, et ils precedent, dans les cas prdvus par les Reglements, h la 
visite mddicale, ainsi qu’aux enquetes sur les contraventions quarantenaires. 

Ils correspondent seuls pour les affaires administratives avec la Prdsidence h laquelle 
ils transmettent tous les renseignements sanitaires qu’ils ont recueillis dans l’exercice de 
leurs fonctions. 

Art. 12. Les Directeurs des offices de Santd sont, au point de vue du traitement, 
divis^s en deux classes. 

Premiere Classe: Alexandrie, avec lazaret Gabarri; Port-Said; Bassin de Suez, 
avec le lazaret des Sources de Moi'se ; Tor. 

Deuxieme Classe: Damiette ; Souakin. 

Art. 13. Les chefs des agences Sanitaires ont les memes attributions en ce qui 
concerne leur agence, que les Directeurs en ce qui concerne leur office. 

Art. 14. Les agences Sanitaires sont au nombre de deux. Elies ont leur siege h El 
Arich et it Kosseir. 

Art. 15. Les chefs des postes Sanitaires ont sous leurs ordres les employes du poste 
qu’ils dirigent. Ils sont plaeds sous les ordres du Directeur d’un des offices de Santd. 

Ils sont charges de l’ex^cution des mesures sanitaires, maritimes, et quarantenaires 
indiqu^s dans les Reglements. 

Ils ne peuvent delivrer aucune patente et ne sont autorises a viser que les patentes des 
batiments portant en libre pratique. 

Ils obligent les navires qui arrivent a leur echelle avec une patente brute ou dans des 
conditions irrdguli£res, it se rendre dans un port ou existe un office Sanitaire. 

Ils ne peuvent eux-mfimes procdder aux enquetes Sanitaires, mais ils doivent appeler 
& cet effet le Directeur de l’office dont ils reinvent. 

En dehors des cas d’urgence absolue, ils ne correspondent qu’avec le Directeur pour 
toutes les affaires administratives. 

Pour les affaires sanitaires, maritimes, et quarantenaires urgentes telles que les mesures 
& prendre au sujet d’un navire en partance, ils correspondent directement avec la Presidence 
du Conseil; mais ils doivent donner sans retard communication de cette correspondance 
au Directeur dont ils dependent. 

Ils sont tenus d’aviser par les voies les plus rapides, la Presidence du Conseil des 
naufrages dont ils auront connaissance. 

Art. 16. Les ports Sanitaires sont les suivants:—Port Neuf, Aboukir, Broulos, 
Rosette, Kantara, Ismailia. 

Le Conseil pourra, suivant les necessites du service et suivant ses resources, cr£er de 
nonveaux postes Sanitaires. 

Art. 17. Le service permanent ou provisoire des lazarets et des campements quaran¬ 
tenaires est confid it des Directeurs qui ont sous leurs ordres des employes Sanitaires, des 
gardiens, des portefaix, et des gens de service. 

Art. 18. Les Directeurs sont charges de faire subir la quarantaine aux personnes 
envoydes au lazaret ou au campement. Ils veillent, de concert avec les m&lecins, & 
l’isolement des differentes categories de quarantenaires et empechent toute compromission ; 
& l’expiration du delai fixe ils donnent la libre pratique ou la suspendent conformement aux 
Reglements, font pratiquer la desinfection des marchandises et des effets 4 usage et 
appliquent la quarantaine aux gens employes it cette operation. 

Un service de desinfection compose d’un medccin bacteriologue et quatre hommes 
(anciens sous-officiers des troupes sanitaires) sera attache au lazaret des Sources de 
Moise. 
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Pendant le retour des pdlerins ils feront service a Tor. 

Art. 19. Ils exercent une surveillance constante sur l’execution des mesures prescrites 
ainsi que sur l’etat de santd des quarantenaires et du personnel de 1’dtablissement. 

Art. 20. Ils sont responsables de la marche du service et en rendent compte dans un 
rapport journalier a la Presidence du Conseil Sanitaire International. 

Art. 21. Les m6decins attaches aux lazarets et aux campements quarantenaires reinvent 
des Directeurs de ses etablissements. Ils ont sous leurs ordres les pharmaciens et les 
infirmiers. Ils surveillent l’etat de santd des quarantenaires et du personnel et dirigent 
l’infirmerie du lazaret ou du campement. 


Titre III.—-Les moyens du Conseil. 


Art. 22. Les moyens du Conseil se composent de:— 

1. Droits de reconnaissance & l’arrivde des navires. 

Tout navire, quelle qu’en soit la provenance, arrivant dans un port Egyptien, payera- 
un droit de reconnaissance calcule sur le tonnage d’apres la r&gle suivante:— 


De 1 a 500 tonneaux inclusifs .. 
De 501 a 1,000 tonneaux inclusife 
De 1,001 et au-dessus .. 


20 paras par ton. 


12 

8 


» 

» 


En cas d’autres termes, tout navire payera 20 paras pour chacun des 500 premiers 
tonneaux de jauge, 12 paras pour chacun des 500 tonneaux suivants, et 8 paras pour chaque 
tonneau exc6dant les 1,000. , 

Tout navire arrivant dans un port Egyptien n’est sujet a la taxe susmentionnde qu une 
seule fois, quel que soit le nombre des ports qu’il touchera dans le cours de son voyage. 

11 est entendu : (1) que le tonnage, d’apr&s le tarif, est ce qu’on est convenu d’appeler 
tonnage officiel; (2) que le tonnage officiel Egyptien est egal au tonneau Anglais; (3) que 
le tonnage des navires etrangers sera constate par 1’exhibition de la patente de santd, et, & 
defaut de patente, par le document de leur nationalite respective qui en donne le chiffre. 

Quant it celui des navires Egyptiens, dans le cas de doute, il sera v6rifid avec le con- 
cours des autorites competentes; (4) que pour les bateaux & vapeur, dont le tonnage com¬ 
mercial n’est pas marqu6 d’office, il faut deduire 40 pour cent pour la machine, les soutes 
au charbon, &c. 

2. Droits d’eau. 

3. Droits de bulletin, voie de terre. 

4. Droits de iheskdrds. 

5. Droits de desinfection des peaux. 

6. Droits de gardiens de pratique. 

7. Droits de s6jour d’animaux en quarantaine. 

8. Droits sur les animaux en quarantaine. 

9. Droits sur les animaux affectes au transport. 

10. Loyers des magasins du lazaret du Port Neuf. 

11. Droits de Chancellerie. 

12. Droits sur les navires en quarantaine. 

13. Droits sur les passagers en quarantaine. 

14. Droits sur les marchandises it ddsinfecter. 

15. Droits sur le service de nuit. Tous ces droits selon le tarif actuellement en 

vigueur. „ ^ 0 e 

16. Droits sur les navires passant le Canal de Suez en quarantaine, L E. 5 par navire. 
Art. 23. Tous les privileges et exemptions des taxes, comrne ceux des bateaux 

postaux, sont abolis. 


Titre IV.— Des Appointements des Fonctiomaires et Employes du Service Samtaire 

International. 

Art. 24. Le President ct le Vice-President sont honoraires. 

Les frais occasionnes par le service leur seront rembourses. 

[601] 2 E 
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Art. 25. 


Le Directeur de l’Aminiatration aura 
Le Secretaire 

Le Chef Comptable ., . 

Le Directeur d’Office 
Le Commis, l re Classe 


£ E. 
par an 900 

„ 480 

„ 432 

» 432 

„ 324 

„ 258 

,, 200 

„ 100 


Art. 26. Les Ddlegues faisant des inspections recevront des di&tes fixdes par le 
Conseil. 

Art. 27. Les appointements fixes ne pourront etre changes que par une decision & 
1*unanimity du Conseil. 

Art. 28. Les retraites des employes seront paydes d’un fond des retraites de l’Adaaimy* 
tration Sanitaire Internationale. 

(Signatures.) 


Venise. le Janvier. 1892. 
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Analysis of the Voting of the Egyptian Maritime and Quarantine Board of Health in Thirty cases of Vessels having had Heaths from Cholera on board at Port of Departure or during Voyage, 

and for which exceptions to the existing Buies were asked and accorded.—(Communicated by Mr. Lowther, March 11, 1892.) 
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.. 


9 

2 

.. 

9 


.. 

i 

.. 

.. 

i 



1 



1 




.. 


13 



9 

.. 


.. 

1 

.. 


i 



1 


1 

.. 



.. 


5 

8 


7 

.. 


.. 

.. 

1 

.. 

i 


.. 

.. 

i 

1 

.. 





8 

2 

i 

B 


.. 

.. 

X 

.. 

i 

.. 



1 


1 

.. 



1 


6 

7 

1 




i 

.. 

.. 

i 




1 

.. 

1 



.. 

1 

.. 

E 

6 

E 

m 

.. 


i 

.. 


i 

.. 

.. 



i 



1 


1 


7 

3 

B 

m 


.. 

.. 

1 

.. 

.. 

i 

.. 

.. 

l 




1 


1 


B 

i 

3 

6 


i 

.. 

1 

.. 

.. 

i 



1 


.. 


1 


1 

.. 

B 

E: 

1 

5 

i 

.. 

•• 

1 

•• 

i 

•• 



1 

•• 

1 



•• 

1 


7 

7 

•• 

8 


•• 

14 

9 

2 

19 

7 

•• 

4 

15 

3 

10 

14 

4 

1 

i 

IB 


182 

169 

25 


2 

5 


Year. 


1885 


1886 


1887 


1888 


Name of Ship. 


1889 


1890 .. 


1891 


Lemuria 

•• 

(British) 

Comorin 

.. 

(French) 

Laertes.. 

•• 

(British) 

Energia 


.. 

Nestor.. 


» 

Port Philip 

•• 

»> 

Haverton 

•• 

•I 

Euphrates 

•• 


Governor 

•• 

.. 

Vesta .. 

.. 

)> 

Rohilla 

t* 


Strathleven 

.. 

.. 

Telemachus 

.. 

II 

Rohilla 

.. 

.. 

Astronomer 

.. 

1) 

Canton.. 

.. 

(French) 


•• 

(British) 

Cal£donien 

•• 

(French) 

Glendower 

• • 

(British) 

Alberta 

•• 

» 

Elsie .. 

.. 

*1 

Linda .. 

.. 

»» 

Baghdadi 


.• 

Drysdale 


» 

Fulford.. 


» 

Colombo 


(French) 

Axana .. 


(British) 

Strathlyon 

•• 

II 

Gulf of Genoa.. 

.. 

Bellerophon 

.. 

„ 


Analysis of Voting of Consular Delegates. 


Totals 


Austria. 

Belgium. 

Denmark. 

<5 

Cm 

*5 

3 

3 

fcJD 

<1 

Abstention. 

o 

Cm 

Against. 

Abstention. 

cS 

Cm 

Against. 

Abstention. 

i 

, , 

■ 

1 



i 

v . 


.. 

1 

■ 

8 

• • 

•• 

• • 

•• 

•• 

.. 

1 

S 

8 

• • 

•• 

•• 

•• 

.. 

.. 

.. 

H 

B 

• • 

•* 

•• 

.. 

.. 

.. 

1 

.. 

i 

.. 

•• 

.. 

•• 

•• 

.. 

1 

.. 

1 

.. 

•• 

i 

•• 

•• 

H 

i 

9 

9 

.. 

.. 

i 

• • 

.. 

a 

8 

9 

9 

.. 

1 

i 

.. 

.. 

■ 

8 

.. 

B 

.. 

•• 

i 

• • 

.. 

■ 

1 

.. 

i 

.. 

•• 


1 

.. 

■ 

B 

.. 

fl 

.. 

.. 

i 

.. 


.. 

i 

.. 

8 

•• 

• • 

i 

.. 


.. 

i 

.. 

B 

.. 

• • 

.. 

1 

.. 

.. 

i 

.. 

i 

.. 

•• 

•• 

1 

.. 

i 

.. 

.. 

i 

" 

.. 

• • 

1 


.. 

i 

.. 

i 


.. 

•• 

1 


i 

.. 

.. 

i 


.. 

1 

.. 

.. 

.. 

i 

.. 

i 

.. 

.. 

D 

.. 


.. 

i 

.. 

1 

.. 

.. 

8 

.. 


.. 

i 

.. 

i 

• • 

• • 

■ 

.. 

1 

i 

.. 

.. 


• • 

•• 

i 

•• 


i 

.. 

.. 

i 

•• 

•• 

D 

• • 


.. 

i 

.. 

i 


.. 

9 

1 

• • 

.. 

i 

.. 

i 


.. 

E 

.. 

•• 

.. 

i 

.. 

i 


•• 

.. 

1 

• • 

.. 

i 

.. 

.. 

• • 

1 

•• 

1 

•• 

.. 

.. 

i 

.. 

• • 

1 

i 

•• 


i 

.. 

.. 



1 

.. 

1 


i 

.. 


i 


.. 

i 

•• 


i 

•• 

•• 

i 


•• 

•• 

1 

•• 

8 

20 

i 

21 

- 

4 

15 

IB 

1 


England. 

France 

O 

Cm 

Against. 

Abstention. 

£ 

A 

< 

i 

M 


1 

M 

i 



1 

•• 

i 

.. 

.. 

1 

•• 

i 

.. 


1 

•• 

i 

.. 

• « 

1 


i 

i 



1 

1 

i 



•• 

•• 

i 



•• 

1 

i 


.. 

1 

.. 

i 


.. 

1 

.. 

i 

.. 


1 

.. 

i 

.. 

.. 

•• 

1 

i 



•• 

1 

i 


M 

•• 

1 

i 




• • 

i 


.. 

•• 

1 

i 

.. 


1 

9 

i 



n 

fl 

i 

.. 


8 

m 

i 



H 


i 



i 

JR 

i 

.. 



i 

i 




•• 

i 




i 

i 

.. 



•• 

i 

.. 

.. 


i 

i 




i 

i 


.. 


i 

i 

•• 



i 

30 


- 

12 

15 


Germany. 


13 


12 


Greece. 


Holland. 


20 


26 


Italy. 


24 


Grand Totals. 


Majority. 


14 

3 

4 

3 

4 
4 

3 
6 
6 

4 

7 
6 
2 

8 
4 
6 
8 

11 

14 

8 

16 

22 

4 

12 


Observations.— The in-and-out voting of many of the Consular Delegates brings into relief the consistency of the voting of the Egyptian Government members. Erom the first they, rightly or 
wrongly, took a decided course (apparently that dictated by common sense as applied to the spirit of the existing Buies). Belgium, England, and Italy voted steadily in the same sense; 
whilst Holland and Turkey voted always in favour of the strict letter of the law. The Delegates of the other Powers would appear to have had no very settled line of conduct, except, perhaps, 
the Delegates of Erance and Germany, who seem to have made it a general rule not to vote both on the same side. Eor instance, in nine cases where Erance voted “ Eor the exception,” 
Germany voted “Against;” and in nine other cases where Erance voted “ Against,” Germany voted “Eor.” 

Alexandria, December 1891. . (Signed) WALTER F. MlEVILLE, President. 

[ 801 ] 2 F 







































































































































































































No. 94. 


Analyse des Decisions prises par le Conseil pour imposer la Quarantaine, pour la maintenir, ou pour la supprimer.—(Communicated by 
^ Mr. Lowther, March 11,1892.)* 

o 

i—i ■ 

No. 115 decisions, 


Date. 

Proposition. 

Demande par— 

Voix. 

Abstentions. 

Nombre 

des 

Delegues 

Consulaires 

presents. 

Nombre 

des 

Delegues 
Egyptiens 
prison ts. 

Consulaires. 

Egyptiennes. 

Consu¬ 

laires. 

Egyp¬ 

tiennes. 

Pour. 

Contre. 

Pour. 

Contre. 

1885. 












21 Avril 


Mise en quarantaine de l’Espagne .. 

La France.. 

10 

• # 

3 

1 

2 

9-. ■ 

12 

5 

28 „ 


„ ,, de Bassein .. .. .. 

L’Egypte .. .. 


Unammite. 




• » 

• • 

5 Mai 


„ „ de Calcutta 

L’Autriche-Hongrie .. 

10 

i 

1 

1 

■ 


11 

3 

5 „ 


„ „ de Bassein jusqu’a Bombay 

La France],. 

7 

3 

.. 

2 



11 

3 

5 „ 


Maintien de la quarantaine contre l’Espagne .. .. 

L’Espagne.. 

8 

1 

1 

.. 


2 

10 

3 

26 „ 

4 , 

Mise en quarantaine de Moulmein .. 

L’Egypte .» 

10 

3 

2 

5 


.. 

13 

7 

26 Juin 


„ „ de Portugal .. .. 

La France .. .. 

7 

2 

.. 

1 

■ 

1 

10 

2 

28 „ 

, . 

Maintien de la quarantaine contre le Portugal .. 

La majority des voix.. 

8 

5 

3 

l 1 


.. 

13 

4 

7 Juillet 



Le Portugal 

6 

1 

4 

1 

3 

• . 

10 

5 

7 „ 



L’Angleterre .. 

4 

5 

5 

• . 


, . 

10 

5 

7 „ 

, , 

Maintien „ „ „ Calcutta .. .. 

La majorite des voix.. 

9 

1 

1 

2 

v. 

2 

10 

5 

7 » 


„ ., „ Bombay .. 

, JJ 99 • • 

L’Egypte .. .. 

9 

1 

2 

3 



10 

5 

22 „ 

, , 

Mise en quarantaine de Kurrachee .. 


Unammite. 


■9 


IlK'gSH 

• • 

6 Aout 


„ ,, de Marseille .. .. .. 

99 •• * * 


99 





• • 

13 „ 


„ „ de Bandjermasin. . .. .. 

99 • * •• 


5 




.. 

■ 

• • 

13 „ 


„ „ de Gibraltar .. .. 

99 • • • • 

8 

• • 

5 

. . 


2 


7 

l er Septembre 


Levee de la quarantaine contre Kurrachee ,. .. 

99 •• 

10 

.. 

7 

.. 

2 

.. 

12 

7 

14 

. t 

Mise en quarantaine de la Sicile .. .. 

99 • • • * 

8 

2 

1 

3 

2 

1 

12 

5 

16 

, , 

„ „ de l’ltalie .. .. .. 

5) • • • • 

8 

3 

2 

3 


• • 

11 

5 

20 


Lev6e de la quarantaine contre Moulmein .. .. 

99 • • • • 

9 

2 

5 

. . 


.. 

11 

5 

30 „ 


Mise en quarantaine de Singapore .. .. .. 

99 • • • • 

14 

• • 

3 

2 


.. 

14 

5 

6 Octobre 

, « 

Levee de la quarantaine contre Bombay .. 

L’Angleterre .. 

7 

2 

6 

• • 


• • 

19 

6 

10 


Mise en quarantaine de Shanghae .. .. 

L’Egypte .. .. 

11 

1 

3 

3 


.. 

12 

6 

3 Novembre 


„ „ du Touquin 

L’Espagne.. 


Unammite. 



.. 

• • 

• • 

3 „ 

• • 

Levee de la quarantaine contre Gibraltar .. .. 

L’Angleterre .; 

11 

.. 

5 


i 

.. 

12 

5 

3 „ 

.. 

„ „ „ Calcutta 

99 • • 

4 

6 

5 


2 

• • 

12 

5 


* For the earlier statistics, see “ Confidential Paper No. 5328,” p. 105. 














































Date. 

Proposition. 

Demande par—. 

Voix. 

Abstentions. 

Nombre 

des 

Dfilegues 

Consulaires 

presents. 

Nombre 

des 

Dllegu4s 

Egyptiens 

prlsents. 

Consulaires. 

Egyptiennes. 

Consu¬ 

laires 

CL, S 

Pour. 

Contre. 



3 Novembre 


Levee de ia quarantaine eontre Marseille .. .. 

La France.. 


6 

5 

3 


1 

1 

12 

4 

3 „ 


„ „ „ l’ltalie,. 

L’ltalie 

m 0 

6 

1 

3 

.. 

4 

1 

11 

4 

12 

• * 

„ „ „ Bassein jusqu’a Bombay .. 

Les Agents de Navi- 


Unanimity. 


., 


, m 

• • 




gation 










25 „ 

. t 

„ „ „ l’Espagne 

L’Espagne 

, « 

7 

.. 

6 

.. 

2 


9 

6 

28 „ 


„ „ „ la Sicile ,. .. 

L’ltalie 

. t 

4 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

9 

5 

10 Decembre 

•• 

„ „ „ Bandjermasin .. .. 

La Hollande 

•• 

11 

•• 

4 

•• 

2 

• • 

13 

4 

1886. 













2 Fevrier 

• * 

Levee de la quarantaine eontre Singapore .. 

L’Angletere 



Unanimity 


.. 



• • 

2 „ 

, . 

„ „ „ Shanghae 

11 



99 


, » 


., 

# # 

12 Avril 

. , 

„ „ Tonquin .. .. 

La France 


6 

4 

5 


1 

. . 

11 

5 

16 „ 


Mise en quarantaine de Venitie a Brindisi 

La Grece .. 


6 

1 

3 


1 

1 

8 

4 

20 „ 

# , 

„ „ de Bassein .. .. 

L’Egypte .. 



Unanimite. 


9 # 

# # 

. . 

# # 

9 J uiilefc 


„ „ da Littoral Austro-Hongrois 

Le Portugal 


7 

1 

2 

1 

3 

4 

11 

7 

9 „ 


„ „ du Littoral entre Brindisi et France .. 

LaTurquie 


7 

2 

1 

1 

2 

5 

11 

7 

3 Oetobre 


„ „ de la Sardaigue .. 

L’Egypte .. 



Unanimite. 




m m 

m 9 

2 Novembre 

# , 

Levee de la quarantaine eontre Venise a Brindisi 

L’ltalie 


5 

2 

6 

1 

2 


9 

7 

2 „ 


„ „ „ Ie Littoral Austro-Hongrois 

L’Autriche 


3 

4 

6 

,. 

2 


9 

6 

11 „ 

# 9 

Mise en quarantaine de Calcutta .. .. .. 

L’Egypt e .. 



Unanimite. 


.. 



• • 

2 Decembre 


Levee de la quarantaine de Brindisi jusqu’a France 

L’ltalie 



99 


.. 


, ( 

• • 

7 

•• 

„ „ eontre Sardaigne .. .. 




9 



•• 


•• 

• • 

1887. 













10 Janvier 


Levee de la quarantaine eontre Bassin .. .. .. 

L’Egypte .. 



Unanimite. 


m a 

• • 



1“ Fevrier 

. # 

„ „ „ Calcutta .. 

L’Angleterre 



3 



# » 

• • 

# . 

• • 

24 Mai 

* , 

Mise en quarantaine de Tonquin et Akyab 

L’Egjpte .. 



, 



• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

13 Juin 

# . 

Levee de la quarantaine eontre Akyab,. 

L’Angletene 


8 

4 

6 

.. 

2 

• • 

14 

6 

16 Juillet 


Mise en quarantaine de la Sicile et Calabre 

L’Egypte .. 


10 

1 

2 

1 


• • 

12 

3 

5 Aout 

# # 

„ „ de Malte .. .. .. 

» • • 



Unanimite. 



• • 

m # 

• • 

14 „ 


„ „ de Naples 

*3 • • 


10 

2 

3 

2 

H 

♦ • 

12 

5 

17 „ 

.. 

„ „ de Bombay .. .. 

If • • 


10 

1 

2 

4 

■ 

• • 

11 

6 

25 Septembre 


„ „ de Madras .. 

if • • 


12 

1 

3 

3 

H 

• • 

13 

6 

4 Oetobre 

* . 

Lev5e de la quarantaine eontre Bombay .. 

L’Angleterre 


7 

5 

9 

. . 

■ 

• * 

13 

9 

4 

, # 

„ „ „ Tonquin .. 

La France.. 


10 

. . 

9 

,. 

3 

• • 

13 

9 

30 Oetobre 

•• 

Mise en quarantaine de Bombay .. .. .. 

L’Egypte .. 


11 

2 

2 

4 

• * 


13 

6 


Date. 

Proposition. 

Demande 

1“ Novembre .. 

Levee de la quarantaine contre Naples et Calabre .. 

L’ltalie 

12 „ «• 

„ „ „ Bombay 

L’Egypte .. 

15 „ 

3 i 33 Sicile • ■ . » .. 

L’ltalie 

27 „ 

33 33 33 Malte . • • • •« 

L’Angleterre 

1888. 



14 Mars 

Mise en quarantaine de Rangoon . , . . . . 

L'Egypte .. 

19 Mai 

„ „ de Saigon .. . . .. 

9i • • 

31 „ 

„ „ de Singhel . « .. .. 

H • • 

13 Juin .. 

Levee de la quarantaine contre Rangoon .. 

if • • 

10 Juillet .. 

» „ » Singbel 

La Hollande 

10 „ 

„ „ „ Madias 

L’Angleterre 

7 Aout .. 

Mise en quarantaine de Baros .. .. .. 

L’Egypte .. 

17 Septembre 

„ „ de Madras .. .. 

Ji • • 

22 

„ „ de Bombay 

if • * 

29 

Levee de la quarantaine contre Bombay .. 

L’Angleterre 

15 Oetobre .. 

„ „ „ Baros .. 

L’Egypte .. 

15 „ 

„ „ „ Madras .. .. 

5? • • 

1889. 



12 Janvier .. 

Mise en quarantaine de Bombay .. .. . . 

L’Egypte .. 

14 Fevrier .. 

LevSe de la quarantaine contre Bombay 

L’Angleterre 

19 Mars 

Mise en quarantaine d’Endeb (lies Flores) .. .. 

L’Egypte .. 

15 Mai 

Levee de la quarantaine d’Endeb (lies Flores) .. ., 

:) 

13 Juillet .. 

Mise en quarantaine du Littoral de 1’Assyr .. 

)i 

18 „ 

„ „ de Bombay .. .. .. 

JJ * • 

9 Aout 

„ „ de Bussorak .. .. 

» * • 

16 „ 

Levee de la quarantaine contre le Littoral de l’Assyr ,. 

La Turquie 

26 „ •. 

Mise en quarantaine du Littoral du Golfe Persique . . 


22 Septembre ,. 

„ „ de Bencoelen (lies Celebes) .. 

La Hollande 

5 Oetobre . . 

Levee de la quarantaine contre Bombay .. 

L’Angleterre 

28 » • • 

„ „ „ Bencoelen .. .. 

La Hollande 

1890. 



3 Avril .. 

Lev 6e de la quarantaine contre Ie Golfe Persique .. 

L’Egypte .. 

3 „ •• 

„ „ „ Bussorab .. .. 

» • • 



Voix. 


Abstentions. 

Nombre 

Nombre 

Consulaires. 

Egyptiennes. 

Consu¬ 

laires. 

Egyp¬ 

tiennes. 

des 

Delegues 

des 

Delegufes 

Egyptiens 

presents. 

Pour. 

Contre. 

Pour. 

Contre. 

Consulaires 

presents. 

10 

1 

9 


3 


14 

9 

6 

8 

Unan 

Unan 

7 

imite. 

mute. 

i 

f 

> 

? 


• • 

9 9 

• « 

• • 

•• 

14 

• • 

•• 

.. 

7 

• • 

• • 

• « 

12 


i 

3 


i 

13 

*5 

11 

‘l 

i 

4 

# # 

l 

12 

6 

7 

3 

6 


2 

.. 

12 

6 

10 


6 


1 

• • 

11 

6 

6 

’l 

6 

•• 

4 

• • 

11 

6 

12 

1 

3 

1 

1 

• • 

14 

4 

9 

2 

7 

., 

2 

• • 

13 

7 

12 

1 

Unan 

5 

imite. 

•• 

•• 

• • 

• 9 

13 

5 

12 

• 1 

4 

3 

*1 

i 

*14 

*8 

12 


6 


2 

2 

14 

8 

8 

6 

7 

1 

• • 


14 

8 

11 

1 

5 

1 

1 

2 

13 

8 

12 

1 

3 

2 


2 

13 

7 

8 

4 

Unan 

7 

imite. 

* * 

1 

•• 

13 

7 

11 

3 

Unan 

6 

imite. 

# f 

•• 

•• 

14 

6 
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No. 95. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir A. Paget. 

^ _ Foreign Office, March 15, 1892. 

THE Convention which has been adopted at the Conference at Venice by a large 
number of Powers, but has not yet been accepted by England, has arrived from Venice, an 
also the other papers setting out the proceedings of the Conference. The last of them only- 
reached me on the 29th February. The length of time which has elapsed during their 
preparation is probably due to the haste with which, at the last, the proceedings o 
^Conference were concluded. But now that they have been brought fully under the 
consideration of Her Majesty’s Government, it is desirable that we should express to the 
Austro-Hungarian Government the opinion which after careful consideration we have 
formed concerning the decisions to which the majority of the Conference have come. The 
proposed changes"are of grave importance, especially to this country. If they are adopt 
thev will entirely change the conditions under which passage ol the Canal is now in 
practice, obtainable, and will establish a sanitary machinery and jurisdictionifor whicM* 
far as I know, there is no precedent. A Sanitary Council m which the European 
Continental Powers will have a very large majority will be set up at the instance of an 
International Conference, and will administer a Quarantine Code against a commerce of 
which more than three-fourths is English, in waters where no other Power except Egjpt 

has ^ I®?® a ^ er S y i arge change on the existing system. At present the Sanitary Council 
has no international authority. It consists of nine Egyptian and one English Repre¬ 
sentative, against twelve or thirteen of the Continental Powers. The nine Egyptian 
Delegates under the proposed new rules are to be cut down to three; but the number of 

European members will be unaltered. .. ,. c 

This change has been proposed avowedly for the purpose of making the application of 
the Quarantine 8 Code more severe. Hitherto, though the Code itself was extreme,.and 
unreasonable in many of its regulations, it lias been administered with a lenity and a 
readiness to admit exceptions which has made it tolerable to English commerce. It does 
not in its terms favour the system of transit in quarantine , but the spirit in which it has 
been administered is sufficiently illustrated by the fact (stated at the Conference by the 
Austrian Delegate), that since 1884 nearly all the ships which were either suspected oi 
infected, coming from the Extreme East, have passed in quarantine. I believe this 
combination of a somew hat rigorous Code with a practice so lenient as to dispense with all 
the rigour in ordinary times, preserving greater strictness for emergencies, presents a 
tolerable compromise between the two schools of medical theoiy. rhis, howevei, is liol 
the view of the medical authorities who have influence with the Continental 1 oweis. 
Thev have spared no effort to secure a more rigorous enforcement of the Code. 

The attitude of Her Majesty’s Government has been not to insist either on main¬ 
taining; the present constitution of the Council, or on introducing more moderate regulations 
into the Code. 'We have only said that, in one way or the other, we have a right to 
receive adequate protection for English passengers and English commerce. If the Council 
is left as it is, we do not press for any reform of the Code, though we think it m many 
respects open to criticism! but if a new Council is to be constituted by international 
authority in which English influence will be entirely submerged, which will be governed 
bv the Continental views on the subject of quarantine, and whose rigour it will not be 
possible to modify by diplomatic representations, then the prescriptions of the Code become 
a matter of grave importance to us. As long as we can appeal to the lord of the soil, the 
owner of the territorial waters, or to those who sit in the Council as Ins officers, the 
severity of the Quarantine Regulations need not necessarily involve interruption to our 
commerce or haidship to English passengers. It has not done so in the past, and would 
not do so in the future. But it is necessary to scrutinize these Regulations with a more 
jealous eye if they are to be applied with exactitude by a Council in which our influence 
will be insignificant, and in which the supremacy will be held by those whose views are 

diametrically opposed to our own. . , „ 4 . ,. . f . 

The Anglo-Austrian Protocol was designed to give a practical effect to this view. 1 
substituted “passage in quarantine” for “detention in the lazaret.” Its main principle 
was that under any circumstances ships bound to British or other open ports might 
always pass through the Canal in quarantine. The Conference, however, rejected it, eveii 
in its most restricted form ; and adhered in preference to the old system of lazarets. It 
was upon this difference that the Conference broke down. The system of detention is 
only bearable, if it is administered with great leniency, and with due regard to the interests 
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both of commerce and of the passengers. A Council, reconstructed avowedly for the 
purpose of insuring its greater strictness, and placed entirely in the hands of the Con¬ 
tinental Powers, could not he intrusted by Great Britain with the administration of such 
a system. But if the power of detention is taken out of its hands, by a general liberty 
to pass in quarantine, the proposed change in its constitution becomes less important. 

The following is a brief summary of the new Code : 

Ships arriving at Suez which have had no case of cholera on board during their 
voyage pass at once, without molestation, even though the disease is raging at the port 
from which they come. So far as the Bombay traffic is concerned, this is an improvement 
on the present rule. 

All ships that have had cholera on board at any time of their voyage must be 
disinfected before they pass the Canal. But if they have a doctor and a suitable apparatus, 
disinfection, which has been done on board before arrival at Suez, will be accepted as 
sufficient. After disinfection, but not till then, they are allowed to pass the Canal in 
quarantine, if the last case of cholera appeared more than seven days before their arrival. 
Though this provision might be worked vexatiously, we should not have taken objection 
to it if it had stood alone. 

The difficulty arises in the case of ships on which cholera has appeared within 
seven days before their arrival. The Protocol proposed that such ships should pass in 
quarantine, with a number of precautions. This provision was rejected by the Conference. 
In place of it they required that such ships should be detained, and that all who are 
in the ship must disembark at Moses’ Wells, and spend five days in the lazaret. In 
that establishment they are divided as far as possible into groups, which are kept apart. 
But if, during the term of five days, a fresh case of cholera appears in any group, the 
healthy members of it, after the sick man has been removed, must spend another five 
days at Moses’ Wells; and so on, toties quoties. Among English medical men it is 
commonly believed that confinement in a lazaret is eminently calculated to develop the 
malady in persons not previously affected. The gloomy isolation, the associations with 
disease and death which inevitably belong to such a locality, and the general unhealthi¬ 
ness for which such establishments have an evil reputation, are all predisposing agencies, 
which favour the disease. 

There are to be two relaxations possible in the rule which prescribes that the healthy 
crew and passengers of an infected ship shall be confined in the lazaret for five days; 
but they are granted wholly at the discretion of the port physician (the “ autorite 
.Sanitaire ”), acting under the orders of the Sanitary Council. One of these relaxations 
is that the number of days of enforced residence at the lazaret may be diminished, if 
the last case of cholera on board has occurred several days before. The other relaxation 
is that in the ease of mail-ships and troop-ships, if the cholera has only affected a 
portion (or, in the case of troop-ships, a “ compartiment ”) of the ship, the port physicians 
may send to Moses’ Wells only those who have been in contact with that part of the 
ship, and may allow her to pass the Canal in quarantine with the remainder. The 
application of these relaxations is entirely at the discretion of the Sanitary authority. 

This detention of the ships and confinement of the passengers and crew, or a portion 
of them, in the lazaret must necessarily be both a hardship and a risk to those who are 
subjected to it. It will he all the more difficult for English passengers to bear because the 
sufferer will know that he is not confined because he is trying to enter any country which 
is apprehensive of infection, but simply because he is trying to get to his own country, 
by the nearest way, through a waterway which is open to all the world. If these measures 
are inflicted often, the complaints from the British shipping, which is 77 per cent, of all 
that passes through the Canal, will be general and earnest. 

M. Proust’s language* based upon past experience, would seem to indicate his 
belief that these cases would not be frequent. It would be dangerous, in view of the 
greater strictness of system which is contemplated, to count on their rare occurrence. 
The medical advisers of the Local Government Board have pointed out that among those 
who n;turn from the East diarrhoea and dysentery are not uncommon complaints ; and 
that the character to be assigned to the symptoms of these ailments would greatly depend 
on the school of medical theory to which the port physician might happen to belong. 
It appears at all events certain that, in the opinion of many medical men, the difference 
between the symptoms of the milder and those of the graver diseases are not always strongly 
marked. 

It has been urged that the discretion given to the Council and its officers of deciding 
on the number of days to he spent in the lazaret, and on the number of persons to be 
sent there from the mail-boats and troop-ships, would be exercised with leniency and 
consideration. Again, this would be a very unsafe deduction from past experience. 
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Everything points to the probability of a very strict administration of the Regulations. 
The Council is to be reconstructed for that purpose, and for no other. Why have 
the Mediterranean Powers taken all this trouble, and made these persevering efforts to 
eliminate British influence from the Council ? For no other end but to make it more 
strict. 

The Council will no longer follow in any degree the wishes of England, but will 
act wholly under the inspiration of those Powers whose views as to quarantine are, in our 
judgment, ill-founded, who do not share our sentiments about personal freedom from 
restraint, and who, quite naturally, take little interest in our commerce. Under such 
circumstances the Regulations cannot fail to be rigorously administered. 

A British Government has good ground, therefore, for looking upon this change 
with apprehension, and may naturally hesitate to give by its signature the force of an 
international agreement to the proposed measures. This feeling is strongly confirmed by 
the reflection that all the objects to be attained by detention at the lazaret could be 
equally attained by the system of passage in quarantine. It appears to he only the 
resistance of France which has hitherto prevented the adoption of that system. I he 
objections to it are questions of mere machinery. There is nothing against it except the 
apprehension that in the course of a ship’s passage in quarantine, though guarded by 
special agents, she might yet have communication with the shores of the Canal. This 
difficulty is surely not of an insuperable character. It seems to us far more reasonable 
to devote some effort to the contrivance of arrangements by which communication with 
the shore shall be completely prevented, than to accept a system of detention in the 
lazaret for healthy persons desirous only of passing through the Canal. 

Her Majesty’s Government do not feel justified in accepting a change of system 
which adopts the least rational and the most oppressive of these two alternatives, and 
which would expose both British commerce and the comfort and safety of British passengers 

to much risk. . 

You are authorized to read this despatch to Count Kalnoky, and to give him a copy 


of it. 


I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 96. 

Telegram received by the Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company, dated 
March 16, 1892.— (Communicated March 16.) 

IN consequence of the death of one native firemen, Calcutta, 15th February, cholera, 
Asiatic “Ganges” detained by the authorities since 4'30 f.m. Tuesday, waiting to 
hear from Egyptian Sanitary Council. Man came on hoard ill, sent to hospital, died 
there same day; ship fumigated without delay. Since then all well; clean bill ot 

health. Agent at Alexandria wires as follows 

“Sanitary Delegate voting by Circular. Mr. Mieville doing utmost. On receipt of 

news will telegraph immediately.’’ 

No. 97. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir A. Paget. 

(No. 10a. Commercial.) 

gj r Foreign Office, March 25, 189-.. 

* COUNT DEYM spoke to me on the subject of the Sanitary Conference. He said 
that Count Kalnoky had received my despatch, and had communicated it to him, and t vat 
its purport was very much what he expected that it would be. He said that the iu me 
course of the negotiation would depend very much on the action of France, whose posi ion 
was the chief obstacle to the adoption of the policy that wc desired. But lie aske me 
whether, if France were agreeable to such a course, wc were still piepaied o sen a 
negotiator to Paris in order to consider if there was any mode of reconciling our c ivergmg 
views. I replied that I was quite icady to send a negotiator to Pans, if such was c 
wish of the Austrian Government; but that I thought that our differences had narrowe 
themselves down really to a single point, and that direct negotiation would probably e 
sufficient for the purpose. In reply to further questions from him I told him that our 
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main point was our objection to the detention of healthy persons in a lazaretto on account 
of their supposed communication with a sick man; that we should not object to a 
Regulation requiring that any man who was actually suffering from the malady should be 
landed ; nor did we make any difficulty about the requirement that the vessels passing in 
quarantine without detention should be vessels carrying a medical man and an apparatus 
for disinfection. He promised that he would let me know the further views of the 
Austrian Government. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 98. 

Sir C. Coolcson to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received March 29.) 

(No. 6. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Alexandria , March 21, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to forward herewith a copy of a despatch from Dr. Mackie, 
dated the 18th instant, reporting on the case of the Peninsular and Oriental steam-ship 
“ Ganges,” which arrived at Suez from Calcutta on the 15th instant bound for England 
vi& Marseilles. A fireman belonging to this vessel had died of cholera (on shore) at 
Calcutta on the 15th February, and the ship had since been disinfected. 

Dr. Mackie reports that the “Ganges” was allowed by a majority of one vote to 
transit the Cana) in quarantine, and draws attention to the unsatisfactory nature of the 
vote and the composition of the majority. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) CHAS A. COOKSON. 


Inclosure 1 in No. 98. 

Dr. Mackie to Sir C. Cookson. 

Sir, Alexandria, March 18, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to inclose, for your information, communications respecting 
the postal steamer “Ganges,” which arrived at Suez from Calcutta on the 15th instant, 
and was detained in quarantine pending instructions from the Quarantine Board. 

According to the despatch, of which copy is inclosed, communicated by the Sanitary 
Agent at Suez, the steam-ship “ Ganges,” belonging to the Peninsular and Oriental 
Company, left Calcutta on the 25th February with 185 of a crew and 130 passengers. 
During the stay of the vessel at Calcutta a fireman was taken with cholera on shore on 
the 15th February. He returned on board, but was immediately sent to hospital, where 
he died the same day. The captain and surgeon declared that they had disinfected the 
vessel, and from that date to the arrival of the vessel at Suez the health on board was 
perfect. The destination of the vessel was London, but touching at Marseilles. 

I wrote to the President to ask the Board by Circular to allow the vessel to transit 
the Canal in quarantine. This was accorded by a very feeble majority of one, and the 
vote is altogether unsatisfactory. Seven European Delegates voted against transit, while 
four European and two Egyptian Delegates abstained. The vote may have been influenced 
by the fact that the vessel was not bound direct for the United Kingdom. 

I had reason to believe, before the Board was consulted by Circular, that the French 
Delegate had expressed an opinion that he saw no reason why the vessel should not go to 
Marseilles and transit immediately in quarantine, but nevertheless he voted against it. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) J. MACKIE. 
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Inclosure 2 in No. 98» 

Mr. Mitville to the Members of the Alexandria Quarantine Council. 

Messieurs Alexandrie, le 16 Mars, 1892. 

J’AIl’honneur de vous transcrire ci-aprhs la ddpeche teldgraphique que j’ai re?ue de 
M. le Directeur de l 5 Office Quarantenaire de Suez:— 

“ Suez, le 15 Mars, 1892. 

“Vapeur postal Anglais ‘Ganges’ parti de Calcutta 25 Fevrier, equipage 185, 
passagers 130, dont 5 pour I’Fgypte. Pendant son sdjour Calcutta 15 Fdvrier, medecin 
bord constata qu’un chauffeur en retournant a bord avait 4te atteint 5, terre par le choldra. 
II fut immediatement d£barqud a l’hopital avec tous ses effets ou il mourut le meme jour. 
Capitaine et medecin declarent avoir ddsinfecte navire malgrd que ce chauffeur ne 
s6journ&t pas i bord. Pendant traversee sante bord parfaite. Destination Londres voie 
Marseille. Ai suspendu pratique ; priere cabler instructions.” 

M. le Delegue d’Angleterre, h qui j’ai communique cette d6peche, me prie de vous 
demander la permission de faire transiter le “Ganges” en quarantaine. 

Veuillez, &c. 

Le President, 

(Signe) W. F. MlUVILLE. 


Contre. 

Dr. Duca (Turkey). 

Dr. Eichstorff (Spain). 

Le navire n’etant k destination directe 
pour l’Angleterre je signe contre ; s’il ne 
touchait pas aucun port de la Mdditerran^e 
je signerais pour, 

Dr. Klodzianowski (Austria). 

M. V. de Villiers (Russia). 

Dr. Demech (Holland). 

Dr. Zancarol (Greece). 

Dr. Bobot Descoutures (France). 

Abstentions. 

Dr. Kulp (Germany). 

Dr. Massa (Portugal). 

Vu. 

Dr. Catalan, Mddecin Sanitaire (France). 

Dr. A. Minotto (Sweden). 

Dr. Wacil (Egypt). 

M. G. Sidarous (Belgium). 

Dr. Varenhorst (Egypt). 


No. 99. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir A. Paget. 

(No. 14. Commercial.) 

gj F} Foreign Office, April 5, 1892. 

COUNT DEYM informed me to-day that he had duly communicated to Count 
Kalnoky the substance of our conversation of the other day on the subject of the Venice 
Conference, in which I had expressed my willingness to take part in any negotiations 
upon the subject of our differences at Paris, and had said that if any discussion took place 
I thought England would best be represented on the occasion by some medical expert; 
but had at the same time called the attention of the Austrian Government to the fact that 
there was one broad difference of opinion which, if it was accommodated, would make 
f agreement easy, but which would be a fatal obstacle if it was not; and that was our 
ojection to the detention in the lazaretto of healthy persons on the alleged ground that 
thev had been in contact with the sick. He said that he had at the same time informed 
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Pour le Traiisit. 

Dr. Torella (Italy). 

Schiess Bey (Egypt). 

Dr. Pally (Denmark). 

Dr. Mackie (England). 

M. Blomfield (Egypt). 
Morice Pasha (Egypt). 
Ardouin Bey (Egypt). 

Mr. W. F. Mieville (Egypt). 












Count Kalnoky that we were perfectly willing to make any passage in quarantine through 
the Canal conditional, in cases where there was sickness on board, upon the vessel 
possessing the apparatus for disinfection. 

Count Kalnoky had conveyed this information to the French Government, and asked 
them to consider whether it was not possible to meet our views, stating at the same time 
that in his judgment there was nothing in what we required that was unreasonable or 
objectionable. He was not without hope that the French Government would see their 
way to some accommodation, especially as he had been assured from more than one source 
that throughout the French Delegates had been governed by the belief that I only wished 
to have my hand forced, and that if the French Delegates were firm, England would yield. 
He hoped that it would be possible to dispel this illusion from the mind of the French 
statesmen, and he was sure that when they had come to the conviction that the matters 
on which we insisted were in our judgment vital, they would find some means of meeting 
our views. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 100. 

Sir A. Paget to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received April 14.) 

(No. 36. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Vienna, April 12, 1892. 

HAYING mentioned to Count Kalnoky, in an interview I had with him last week, 
that I had received from your Lordship a despatch (No. 10 a, Commercial, of the 25th 
March) relative to a conversation your Lordship had had with Count Deym on the subject 
of the Sanitary Conference at Venice, his Excellency expressed a desire to see it, and I 
accordingly sent it to him for perusal, and in my interview with him yesterday I showed 
him your Lordship’s further despatch (No. 14, Commercial, of the 5th instant) on the 
same subject. 

Count Kalnoky observed that his views had been correctly represented by Count 
Deym on both the occasions referred to. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) A. PAGET. 


No. 101. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Count Deym . 

M. l’Ambassadeur, Foreign Office, April 16, 1892. 

WITH reference to your Excellency’s conversation with Mr. James W. Lowther, M.P., 
as to the meaning of the expression “ direct negotiations ” used in my despatch of the 
5th instant to Her Majesty’s Ambassador at Vienna on the subject of the Venice 
Conference, I have the honour to state that I intended those words to mean a nego¬ 
tiation between Her Majesty’s Government and the Imperial and Royal Government. Her 
Majesty’s Government have had no direct relation with the French Government 
respecting the Conference. On the other hand, the Austro-Hungarian Government, 
having proposed the Conference, and having convoked it, are the parties primarily inte¬ 
rested in bringing its deliberations to a successful issue. Her Majesty’s Government also 
are of opinion that a satisfactory solution is more likely to be reached if the Austro- 
Hungarian Government would communicate with the Government of the Republic than if 
Her Majesty’s Government were to do so. But should the Austro-Hungarian Govern¬ 
ment wish it. Her Majesty’s Government are prepared to instruct a British Delegate to 
discuss the subject at Paris. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 
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No. 102. 

Sir C. Cookson to the Marquis of Salisbury .—( Received April 19.) 

(No. 7. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Alexandria, April 11,1892. 

3 J HAVE the honour to forward herewith a despatch from Dr. Mackie, dated the 8th 
instant, reporting on a meeting of the Quarantine Board which took place on the 5th 

instant. . 

Dr. Mackie reports that the President presented a Petition from the Tawara Bedouins 
of the Sinai Peninsula asking for the suppression of the quarantine tax, amounting to a 
total of 60Z. yearly, on animals imported by them into Egypt, on the ground of the extreme 
poverty from which they are suffering this year. The Board unanimously decided that 
these dues should be remitted for this year. 

Dr. Mackie further reports that, after some unimportant questions had been decided, 
the German Delegate asked whether the President was organizing the service for the return 
pilgrimage of this year, and that the latter replied that he had as yet taken no decisive 
steps, as he was not yet aware whether some important changes in the existing system 
proposed bv the Venice Conference were to be applied or not. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) CHAS. A. COOKSON. 


Inclosure in No. 102. 

Dr. Mackie to Sir C. Cookson. 


gj r Alexandria, April 8, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to report that a meeting of the Maritime and Quarantine 
Sanitary Board was held on Tuesday, the 5th instant. < > ^ . . 

The President presented a Petition from the Tawara Bedouins, inhabiting the Sinai 
Peninsula, asking for the suppression of the quarantine tax charged on animals, cbieliy 
camels, imported by them into Egypt proper, pleading their inability to pay on account ot 
great poverty this year from want of rain. Camels and other animals imported from the 
Sinai Peninsula have to perform quarantine before being allowed to cross the Suez Canal. 
The average amount of quarantine dues paid yearly on those animals was stated by the 
President to be about 60/. Some of the Delegates acquainted with the condition of these 
Bedouins stated that they are extremely poor. The Board unanimously agreed to charge 
them no quarantine dues for this year. 

The other questions on the orders of the day were of an administrative nature, 
applications for leave of absence, &c. 

After the order of the day was finished the Delegate for Germany asked the President 
whether he was making preparations and organizing a service for Tor for the return 
pilgrimage this year. The President replied that he had the subject under consideration, 
but had done nothing decisive, as he said the Conference of Venice had proposed important 
changes in the existing system, and he did not know whether the recommendations ot the 
Conference were to be applied or not. After some conversation it was decided that another 
large disinfecting apparatus should be ordered for Tor. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) J. MACKTE. 


No. 103. 


Foreign Office to Count d’Arco. 

Dear Count d’Arco, Foreign Office, April 25, 1892. 

I RETURN a copy of the proces~verbaux of the Venice Conference, in which I have 
noted a few corrections. I must at once offer to you and to those of the Secretaries 
who have prepared these papers my best thanks tor the skill and accuracy with which the 
task has been accomplished. 

I will, for convenience of reference, add the pages where the corrections occur, and 
any explanations which I think may be of use to you. 
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Page 4. Formal. 

Page 21. Strictly speaking, I should only make alterations in the records of what I 
myself said; I would, nevertheless, suggest that the expressions in the note are a little too 
strong. The proces-verbaux should not be published, that is, should not be made public, 
without the general assent of the Governments represented; and although I fully 
acknowledge the accuracy of the record, it is a little difficult at a date so long after the 
meetings were held to account to oneself for the exact bearing on what others said of what 
one is oneself made to say; the precise sense in which certain observations were made is no 
longer very fresh in one’s mind. But I feel that I can leave this matter entirely to your 
own impartiality and skill. 

Page 22. I should prefer that the record should state the opinion of the Conference 
as to the sense which ought to be attributed to the expression “ United Kingdom.” The 
point was new, and only those who signed the Protocol could say authoritatively in what 
sense the expression actually was used. 

Page 118. For analogous reasons, I should like the opinion to be clearly that of the 
British Delegates. 

Page 127. The correct name of the Department referred to is “Local Government 
Board.” 

Page 160. I have no doubt that I am correctly reported, but I prefer the expression 
written in the margin. 

Page 169. The same observation. 

Page 170. Printer’s errors. 

Page 172. Correction in title. 

Page 185. I have added some words to make the sense clear. 

Page 244. My words were not intended for the proces-verbal. 

Page 267. The Secretaries for once did not report me quite correctly. 

It is possible that the corrections made by other Delegates may affect the record 
of my observations ; should that be the case, I know I may rely on you to give me 
an opportunity of making the necessary further amendments. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 


No. 104. 

Sir C. Cookson to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 3.) 

(No. 9. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Alexandria, April 25, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to forward herewith a copy of a despatch from Dr. Mackie, 
dated the 12th instant, respecting the case of the Norwegian steam-ship “Tyr,” which 
arrived at Suez from Moulmein on the 8th instant. During the voyage, on the 24th 
March, a seaman died after two days’ illness with symptoms of cramp, but no other 
suspicious symptoms. 

Dr. Mackie reports that, on the application of the Delegate for Sweden and Norway, 
the vessel was allowed to transit the Canal in quarantine ; but this result was only obtained 
through the casting vote of the President, the votes of the Delegates being equally 
divided. Only three European Delegates voted with the majority, while eight voted against 
the transit. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) CHAS. A. COOKSON. 


Inclosure 1 in No. 104. 

Dr. Mackie to Sir C. Cookson. 


Sir, Alexandria , April 12, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to inclose herewith papers relating to the Norwegian steamer 
<c Tyr,” which arrived at Suez on the 8th instant from Moulmein, and was detained in 
quarantine pending decision of the Quarantine Board. 

The Norwegian steam-ship “ Tvr ” left Moulmein on the 15th March with a crew of 
twenty-five, and clean bill of health. 
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On the 24th March, two days after leaving Galle, where the vessel had called, a 
seaman died after two days’ illness with symptoms of “ cramps," but no vomiting nor 
purging, according to the statement made to the Sanitary officer at Suez by the captain 

stud crew. , • 

The Sanitary officer, regarding it evidently as a case of cholera or suspicious case, 

detained the vessel in quarantine, and telegraphed to the Board for instructions. 

The Delegate for Sweden and Norway requested the President to ask the Board to 

allow the vessel to pass the Canal in quarantine. . . . 

The votes of the Delegates taken by Circular were equally divided for and against 
transit in quarantine ; the President gave his casting vote in favour of passage m quarantine. 
I consider the evidence in this case leaves it very doubtful if it was a case of cholera 

at all, but unfortunately it can be classed as a cas suspect. 

’ I have, &c. 

(Signed) J. MACKIE. 


Inclosure 2 in No. 104. 

M. Ferrari to Mr. Midville. 

fTVl' h’aue 1 ® uez ’ l e ® Avril, 1892. 

VAPEUR Norve'gien “Tyr,” Equipage 25, parti de Moulmein 15 Mars patente 
nette Capitaine declare que pendant traversee 24 Mars et deux jours apres son depart de 
Galle's, oh il avail relache, un matelot deceda en deux jours de maladie par suite de 
crampes. Ai question^ capitaine et Equipage, mais nai pu obtenn; autres renseignements 
excepte que cet individu n’a eu ni diarrhee m vomissements. Effets decide sont a bord. 
Destination navire Port-Said pour les ordres. Ai suspendu pratique; pr^re cabler 

instructions. 


Inclosure 3 in No. 104. 

M. Farrari to Mr. Mieville. 

(TdUigraphique.) . . , ® ue *’ le 8 Avnl ’ l892 ’ 

AGENT vapeur “ Tyr ” informe que destination navire est Flensburg. 


Inclosure 4 in No. 104. 

Mr. Mieville to the Members of the Alexandria Quarantine Council. 

Messieurs Alexandrie, le 8 Avril, 1892. 

S j’Al’rhonneur de vous communiquer ci-jointe une depeche telegraphique qui m’a et6 
adressee par M. le Directeur de l’Office Quarantenaire de Suez relative & un deces qui a 
au lieu pendant la traversee h bord du vapeur Norvegien “ Tvr.” 

Ayant consulte M. le Delegud Sanitaire de Su6de et Norvfcge, ll ma pne de vous 
demander par lettre Circulaire de vouloir bien permettre 5 ce navire de transiter le Canal 

Maritime en quarantaine. Veuillez &c 

Le President, 

(Signe) W. F. MIEVILLE. 
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discuss this question further by the instrumentality of expert Delegates deputed by the 
three Powers to assemble at Paris. 

He asked me whether we were really anxious that an Austrian should be present, as 
well as a French and English Delegate. 

I replied that the Austrian would exercise a mediating influence, and that, probably, 
if he was present, there might be some hope of an agreement between the English and 
French medical authorities which otherwise was scarcely to be expected. I said that if a 
French and an Austrian medical man were ready to meet at Paris on this question, we 
were prepared to send the Medical Officer of the Local Government Board, who was 
familiar with this question, and who would fully represent the views of Her Majesty’s 
Government on the matter. 

His Excellency promised to convey this intimation. At the same time he informed 
me that it was the intention of Count Kalnoky to propose a further prolongation, for the 
period of four months, of the period during which the signatures of those Powers who had 
not acceded to the Final Protocol might be affixed. To this I offered no objection: 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 108. 

Foreign Office to Dr. Thorne Thorne. 

Dear Sir, Foreign Office, May 11, 1892. 

I UNDERSTAND that Lord Salisbury has arranged with Mr. Ritchie that you 
should proceed to Paris to discuss certain points of detail with Dr. Proust and an Austrian 
Representative in regard to the regulations for the transit of the Suez Canal of infected or 
suspected ships. 

Official instructions will be prepared for you in due course. In the meantime, I send 
you a collection of papers relating to the question, and I would wish more particularly to 
direct your attention to the Report by Dr. Mackie and myself of the proceedings of the 
Conference (paper marked A). This paper will give you a general account of what took 
place at the Conference, but for details a reference to the proces-verbal will be necessary. 
The Memorandum by Mr. Farnall (paper B), and the subsequent correspondence with 
Count Deym and Her Majesty’s Ambassador at Vienna. I shall be happy to speak with 
you on the subject when it is convenient for you to call here, if you feel disposed. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 


List of Papers. 

Proceedings of Conference. French version. 

First Revise for Parliament, including Protocol, Instructions, &c. Papers 1-69. 
Section 13, marked (A). 

Confidential Print (501), Nos. 1-8. Paper 2, marked (B). 


To Sir A. Paget 



.. (No. 7. 

Commercial) 

January 29, 

1892. 

Ditto 

• • 


.. (No. 10 a. 

Commercial) 

March 25, 

» 

Ditto 



.. (No. 14. 

Commercial) 

April 5, 

99 

Sir A. Paget.. 

• • 


.. (No. 36. 

Commercial) 

April 12, 

99 

To Count Deym 

• • 


.. 

.. 

April 16, 

99 

To Sir A. Paget 



.. (No. 20. 

Commercial) 

May 11, 

99 

M. Waddington 



.. 

.. 

May 9, 
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No. 109. 

Count Deym to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 12.) 


(Translation.) 

M. le Marquis, Austro-Hungarian Embassy, London , May 11, 1892. 

ACCORDING to the provisions of the Final Protocol of the International Sanitary 
Convention signed at Venice, it is open to those States which are not parties to the 
Convention to signify their adhesion to it within a period of four months, that is, up to the 
31st of the present month. 

As the end of this period is approaching, and the negotiations with Her Majesty’s 
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Government are not concluded, it appears desirable, in order that difficulties and delays 
which might arise in consequence of this limitation of time may be avoided, to extend the 
period for a further four months, that is, up to the 30th September, 1892. 

I have accordingly been instructed to apply to Her Majesty s Government for their 
formal consent to this proposal, and I have the honour to request your Excellency to 
favour me with a reply in the matter. 

x nave, occ» 

(Signed) DEYM. 


No. 110. 

Count d’Arco to Foreign Office .—( Received May 13.) 

Cher Mr. Lowther, . - Row ?’ le 10 Mai ’ 1892 ' 

J’Al recu votre aimable lettre du 25 Avril, et je vous en remercie. 

Toutes les corrections que vous avez suggefees ont 6t 6 lmnfediatement admises et 

intr ° Quant k la question de la “ publication ” je pense que, sans avoir besom d’mterroger 
les Gouvernements represented k la Conference de Venise, nous pouvons nous en temr k 
ce qui aTfffit pour les actes de toutes les Conferences pfeefedentes. Le volume ne «» 
nas q iivr6 au grand public; par exemple, il ne sera pas donne aux libraires, m mis en 
vente. Chaque Gouvernement recevra le nombre d’exemplaires dont il croira avou- besom 
pour ses propres Administrations. Chaque membre de la Conference a natureflement dimt 
? un exemplaire. Si quelque Bibliottfeque Universitaire, si quelque Academie Mddicale, 
si quelque P Conseil d’Hygfene nous en demande, nous ne le refusenons probablement pas. 
MaTs nous n’irons paje nous-memes, au devant des ddsirs qui poumient se mamfester 
et chaque fois qu’il nous en sera exprim6, nous aurons som d examiner sil y^ a lieu d 
d£ferer Nous ne ferons, en somme, que nous conformer k ce qui s est iait prcceaem 
ment Le sysfeme n’a donne lieu il aucun inconvenient, a aucune plamte, et je ne crois 
me tromper en pensant quo les Gouvernements infer esses nous approuveront de ne nen 
innover k ce qui a toujours dte fait a la satisfaction g&ferale. y eu yj ez &c 

(Signd) A. D’ARCO. 


No. 111. 

Dr. Thorne to Foreign Office. —{Received May 13.) 

n 0 ov < 31 - Local Government Board , Whitehall, May 13,1892. 

D I BEG leave to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 11th instant, together 
with inclosures relating to the transit of the Suez Canal of infected or suspected slops. 

“shall be very glad to avail myself of your offer of an interview ou the subject, and X 

shall feel obliged if you will name a day and hour when I can see you. 

x am, ocCi 

(Signed) R. THORNE THORNE. 


No. 113. 


The Marquis of Salisbury to the Marquis of Dufferin. 


(N°- 101. Commercial.) f 0 #ce, May 13, 1892. 

y AS ’your Excellency is aware, from the Confidential print tewMjted » H«M^«ity s 
Embassy at Paris in January last, it was not found possiWe by ,%h^tratn£nt 

f^otlnTc" » infected* ships^and'their “pastes f^ejorm in which iWas 

^ts b & 

contamination of the healthy by flic sick, and can only be settled satrs.actonly by 


experts. 


ffiOl] 


2 L 
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I have lately been discussing these matters with the Ambassadors of France and 
Austria, and it has now been arranged that they will nominate Delegates to discuss these 
outstanding questions in Paris on or about the 19th instant. 

I have arranged with Mr. Ritchie, the President of the Local Government Board, that 
their Medical Officer, Mr. R. Thorne Thorne, shall proceed to Paris as British Technical 
Delegate. He is familiar with the question, and was one of the Representatives of Her 
Majesty’s Government at the Rome Conference in 1885. 

I propose also, subject to your Excellency’s concurrence, to appoint Mr. Phipps to 
act as joint Delegate with Mr. Thorne Thorne, and I have to request you to convey an 
intimation to that gentleman to the above effect. 

Instructions will shortly be prepared for the guidance of the joint Delegates, which 
will in due course be supplied for your Excellency’s more complete information. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 114. 

foreign Office to Mr. Phipps. 

Dear Mr. Phipps, Foreign Office, May 13, 1892. 

LORD SALISBURY has arranged that, in conjunction with Dr. Thorne Thorne, 
the Medical Officer of the Local Government Board, you should be appointed to discuss 
certain points of detail with Dr. Proust and an Austrian Representative in regard to the 
Regulations for the transit of the Suez Canal of infected or suspected ships which could 
not be finally settled at the l'ecent Sanitary Conference at Venice. 

Official instructions will be prepared for you both in due course. In the meanwhile, 
as the time is short, the 19th having been named as the date for Dr. Thorne to proceed to 
Paris, I send you a selection of papers relating to the question, and I would wish more 
particularly to direct your attention to the Report by Dr. Mackie and myself of the 
proceedings of the Conference, marked (A). This paper will give you a general account 
of what took place at the Conference, but for details a reference to the proces-verbaux will 
be necessary. 

You should next read the Memorandum by Mr. Farnall (paper B), and the subse¬ 
quent correspondence with Count Deym, Her Majesty’s Ambassador at Vienna, and the 
note verbale of the 9th from M. Waddington. I think these papers will suffice to give 
you an insight into the question pending the preparation of formal instructions. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 


No. 115. 

Foreign Office to Local Government Board. 

Sir, Foreign Office, May 13,1892. 

I. AM directed by the Marquis of Salisbury to request that you will inform 
Mr. Ritchie that his Lordship will be glad to avail himself of his permission to employ 
Mr. R. Thorne Thorne, the Medical Officer of the Local Government Board, to discuss 
certain points of detail with regard to the treatment of suspected and infected ships 
wishing to pass through the Suez Canal, which remained unsettled at the recent 
Conference at Venice. 

Lord Salisbury has selected Mr. Constantine Phipps, Secretary of Embassy at Paris, 
to act in conjunction with Mr. Thorne in these negotiations. These two gentlemen will 
be placed en rapport in Paris with Representatives named for a similar purpose by France, 
and probably also by Austria-Hungary. 

Lord Salisbury would be glad to receive the formal assent of Mr. Ritchie to the 
proposed arrangement, in order that instructions may be prepared for the guidance of the 
Delegates, who should arrange to be in Paris, if possible, on the 19th instant. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 
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No. 116. 


The Marquis of Salisbury to M. Waddington. 


M. l’Ambassadeur, Foreign Office, May 13, 1892. 

WITH reference to the note verbale which your Excellency did me the honour to 
leave with me on the 11th instant, I beg leave to acquaint you that Her Majesty’s 
Government readily assent to the suggestion, that they should depute Delegates to discuss 
in Paris, with a Representative of the Government of the Republic and with a Repre¬ 
sentative of the Government of Austria-Hungary, the various points in regard to which 
a complete accord was not reached at the recent Conference at Venice. 

With this object in view, Her Majesty’s Government will arrange that Mr. Phipps, 
who is already accredited as Minister Plenipotentiary at Paris, will be instructed to act in 
conjunction with Dr. R. Thorne Thorne, the Medical Adviser to the Local Government 
Board, who will proceed to Paris, and they will be prepared to confer with the Representa¬ 
tives chosen by the French and Austrian Governments. I should be glad to learn from 
your Excellency in due course at what date it is proposed that the discussion shall take 


place. 


I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 117. 

Local Government Board to Foreign Office.—(Received May 14.) 

gj r Local Government Board, Whitehall, May 14, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Local Government Board to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter of yesterday’s date, stating that the Marquis of Salisbury will be glad to avail 
himself of the services of Dr. Thorne Thorne, the Medical Officer of the Board, as a 
Delegate, in conjunction with Mr. Constantine Phipps, to confer in Paris with Representa- 
tives°of other countries respecting certain points of detail with regard to the treatment ot 
suspected and infected ships wishing to pass through the Suez Canal. 

The Board direct me to state that they have much pleasure in assenting to the 
proposed arrangement, and have instructed Dr. I home 1 home accordingly. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) HUGH OWEN, Secretary. 


No. 118. 

Sir H. Rumbold to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 16 .) 


(No. 42. Commercial.) , r _ , _ . nc . 

My Lord, T/te Hague, May 12, 1892. 

THE Austro-Hungarian Minister informs me that he has been instructed by his 
Government to invite the consent of the Netherlands Government to the postponement ot 
the coming into force of the Sanitary Convention recently concluded at Venice from the 
31st May to the 30th June next. 

I have, &c, 

(Signed) HORACE RUMBOLD. 


No. 119. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Count Deym. 

M. l’Ambassadeur, Foreign Office, May 16,1892. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Excellency s note ot the 
11th instant, suggesting that the period within which it may be open to States not parties 
to the Convention, signed at Venice m January last, to signify their adhesion thereto, should 
be extended from the 31st instant for a further period ot tour months, viz., down to tpe 
30 th September next. 










I beg leave to acquaint your Excellency, in reply, that Her Majesty’s Government 
readily accede to this proposal, in the hope that, before the expiration of the period in 
question, a satisfactory solution may be arrived at of the points at issue. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 120. 

Sir C. Cookson to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 17.) 

(No. 10. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Alexandria, May 7, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to forward herewith a despatch from Dr. Mackie, dated 
yesterday, reporting that at a meeting of the Quarantine Board, held on the 3rd instant, 
the staff for service at Tor during the next return pilgrimage and the sanitary agent for 
the Hedjaz were nominated. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) CHAS. A. COOKSON. 


Inclosure in No. 120. 

Dr. Mackie to Sir C. Cookson. 

Sir, Alexandria, May 6, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to report that a meeting of the Maritime and Quarantine 
Sanitary Board was held on Tuesday, the 3rd instant. 

The meeting was entirely occupied with administrative work, chiefly in nominating 
the staff for service at Tor during the ensuing return pilgrimage, and a doctor to act as 
agent of the Board in the Hedjaz during the pilgrimage. A native doctor possessing a 
medical diploma from a recognized European faculty is sent every year in the pay of the 
Board, to keep the administration informed of the sanitary state of the pilgrims. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) J. MACKIE. 


No. 121. 

M. Waddington to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 17.) 

M. le Marquis, Londres, le 16 Mai, 1892. 

M. LE Ministre des Affaires Etrangeres me fait savoir que la premiere Conference 
pour discuter certains points relatifs a la Convention de Yenise aura lieu, sur la proposition 
du Comte Hoy os, Jeudi prochain, h Paris. 

J’ai l’honneur d’en informer votre Seigneurie. 

Veuillez, &c. 

(Signe) WADDINGTON. 


No. 122. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne. 

(No.!.) 

Gentlemen, Foreign Office, May 17, 1892. 

THE Eronch Government having intimated that they thought it desirable to 
discuss with Representatives of Her Majesty’s Government and of the Austro- 
Hungarian Government the points upon which the Yenice Conference was unable to 
agree, Her Majesty has been pleased to appoint you to represent the British Govern¬ 
ment in this discussion. 

The Protocols of the Venice Conference, and the correspondence which passed 
between the Foreign Office and Iler Majesty’s Delegates at that Conference, will 
place you in possession of the questions upon which it was found impossible to come 
to an agreement within the limited time which was at the disposal of that assembly. 
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There has always been, as you are aware, a considerable divergence of view 
between the teaching put forward by medical authorities, and accepted by public 
opinion in England and in India, and that which has prevailed upon the Continent, as 
to the efficacy of quarantine as a safeguard against the contagion of cholera and some 
other diseases. The tendency of English opinion has been rather to look to measures 
of sanitary improvement as the best prophylactic against cholera, and to rely on the 
application of quarantine for that purpose only to a very limited degree; whereas 
upon the Continent the belief in quarantine, though apparently diminishing, retains 
still much of its ancient force. 

There has always been a wish on the part of Continental Powers to treat the 
Suez Canal as an international domain which the majority of the European Powers 
were at liberty to open or close, according to their discretion, for the purpose of 
preventing the communication of cholera to their shores. Great Britain, on the 
other hand, has contended that no restrictions are legitimate except such as the 
Khedive of Egypt, the lord of the soil, may find it necessary to interpose in order 
to protect those parts of his own dominions which are touched by the Suez Canal 
and its approaches. Great Britain, no doubt, is more sensitive to an exaggerated 
application of the Continental views upon quarantine from the fact that she is 
specially affected by the disturbance of commercial intercourse which they are 
calculated to produce. Of the tonnage passing through the Canal, 77 per cent. i9 
British, the remaining 23 per cent, being distributed among the other nations. Great 
Britain has always, therefore, insisted that the authority by which the application of 
quarantine to ships passing through the Canal is controlled should bo one in which 
the special weight of authority is given to the territorial Ruler, the Khedive of 
Egypt. Such has been the composition of the Sanitary Council up to this date. In 
practice the result has been not unsatisfactory to this country. A somewhat stringent 
Quarantine Law has .been administered in a temperate and considerate manner, and the 
inconveniences to which British commerce have been exposed in consequence have not 


been found to be excessive. 

Great efforts, however, have been made by several of the Mediterranean Powers, 
especially Austria and Italy, to procure such a reconstitution of the Council as would 
diminish the Khedive’s influence by a diminution of his voting power, and would 
proportionally increase the influence of other nations. The object of this proposal 
avowedly is that the Quarantine Regulations, whatever they arc, should be more 
uniformly and rigorously enforced. Without this object the proposed change can have 
no meaning; and in considering the probable effect in the future of any Quarantine 
Regulations with respect to the Canal, this intention must be borne in mind. No 
forecast can be made of the future action of the reconstituted Council from the 
course which has been pursued in the past. The composition of the Council will 
have been changed, with the declared purpose of changing its policy in this one matter. 

It is for the Khedive to decide whether this change in the Council will be 
acceptable to him, and it is not possible to predict with certainty the view that liis 
Government will take. But before joining with other Powers in urging any such 
modification upon His Highness, Her Majesty’s Government thought that it was a 
paramount duty to take precautions that the new Regulations should he such as would 
of themselves, in their most literal application, be an adequate protection to the 
commerce of this country. They must be such as could be endured ll administered 

in an exact and even in a rigorous spirit. , 

It appeared to Her Majesty’s Government that a remedy tor the apprehensions 
that were felt with respect to the passage of infected ships might bo found in the 
practice of passing ships through the Canal in quarantine. No evidence ol any value 
has been produced to show that adequate precautions cannot be taken to provent any 
communication with the shore during that passage. In this view the Government of 
Austria-Hungary was willing to coincide, and the Anglo-Austrian Protocol was trained 
for the purpose ‘of permitting all ships, whether infected or not, which were destined 
for a British or any other open port, to pass the Canal in quarantine. I his proposal, 
however, which was the basis upon which the Conference was summoned, received the 
strongest opposition from the Delegates of Prance, and they unfortunately received 
the support of the majority of the Powers. AVo aro not of opinion that they showed 
any ground for believing that communication with the shore could not bo prevented. 
But they were little affected by the argument that this form of precaution would be 
less injurious to commerce than a detention on the Asiatic side of the Canal. Indeed, 
Dr. Proust openly intimated thai such a liberty would constitute a commercial 
advantage for ships bound for British ports which were not afraid to receive them, that 
[501] J M 
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ought not, in fairness to the ships of other nations, to he allowed. In place of it ho 
proposed that all ships on which a case of cholera had shown itself within seven days of 
the arrival at Suez should disembark at the lazaretto not only the ^patient, hut all 
passengers and crew who had been in the same portion of the ship, and if a mail- 
or troop-ship, continue its course without them, passing through the Canal in 
quarantine. 

This is the proposal to which Her Majesty’s Government took the greatest 
objection, and to which in its present form it is impossible for them to accede. The 
hardship and the danger of confining passengers who are still in health in a lazaretto 
on the Red Sea, with all the insanitary conditions, physical and moral, likely to attach 
to such a sojourn, constitutes a grave objection to the proposal. On the other hand, 
we think that no objection can be reasonably taken to regulations for the fumigation 
and disinfection of the ship, or of the paiaeng jrs, and probably the disembarkation of 
the actual patient would lie desirable on every ground. Other points may very 
possibly be raised in the discussions to which you are invited, on which you may think 
that some action ought to be taken, and on which you will no doubt refer to Her 
Majesty’s Government for instructions. But the main point of difference is the 
proposal to send healthy persons to the lazaretto, when the system of passage in 
quarantine gives an ample security against their being the means of communicating 
contagion to those who are living on the shore. In several other respects the 
Regulations advocated by the Prencli Delegates, and which received the support of the 
majority of the Conference, are an improvement upon any which have hitherto been 
in force. On that ground it would be satisfactory to Her Majesty’s Government if an 
agreement on the disputed points could bo arrived at. Even, however, when this has 
been done, there will still remain behind financial questions of a very difficult kind, 
and on these it is not desirable that you should pledge this country. The increased 
expense involved in the erection of the proposed lazaretto at Moses’ Wells, and the 
yearly cost of its maintenance, must either be borne out of the revenues of nis 
Highness the Khedive, or else must be defrayed by a tax levied upon the commerce 
passing through the Canal. 

It is by no means certain that either the Egyptian Government or the ship-owners 
using the Canal will willingly accept this augmented burden, and until more is known 
of their disposition in this respect no definitive instructions can be given. 

It is impossible to give you more than this general indication of the field which 
the discussion is likely to cover, as no indication has been given of the mode in which 
the French Government propose to meet the objections of Her Majesty’s Government. 
No notice had been given of the vital modifications in the Protocol which Dr. Proust 
originally proposed at the Conference; and it is possible that the proposals which 
will be made will be equally unexpected. The question is one of great importance; 
and you should insist on having sufficient time for the full consideration of any new 
suggestions. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 123. 

M. de Bille to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 18.) 

M. le Marquis, Legation de Danemark, Londres, le 16 Mai, 1892. 

BTANT informs que les Puissances repr^sentees aux Conferences de Venise se 
proposent de poursuivre des negotiations en £gard & certains points de la Convention 
du 30 Janvier, 1892, le Gouvernement du Roi qui, comme celui de Sa Majeste la Reine, 
n’a pas encore donnd sa signature h cet acte, m’a charge de soumettre h votre Excellence 
une modification qui lui semble n6cessaire, dans les termes des dispositions de 1’Annexe III 
de la Convention susmentionnee, concernant la composition du Conseil Sanitaire. 

D’apres ces dispositions il est stipule que tous les Deleguds au Conseil doivent 6tre 
“ des fonctionnaires effectifs de carriere.” 

Or, le Danemark ne poss&de pas un Corps Consulaire proprement dit, dont les 
membres, admis apr6s certaines preuves et remplissant certaines conditions, poursuivent 
r€gulitiement unc carri&re Consulaire en montant de grade en grade. Cela n’empeSche 
pas que le Danemark soit pleinement represente en Egypte par un Consul-General, 
nommd par le Roi, et accre'ditd aupr&s de la Cour Kh^diviale comme Agent Diplomatique. 
Dans le jugement de mon Gouvernement, cet employ^ remplit toutes les conditions 
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essentielles du droit des gens pour &tre consider^ de la meme categorie et du mtine rang 
que les Repr6sentants Consulaires des autres pays. Serait-il pourtant expose a etre exclu 
du Conseil Sanitaire par Interpretation des termes cites de VAnnexe III ? 

Mon Gouvernement ne saurait admettre qu’il existe une difference essentielle entre 
les Consuls dits “de carriere” et son Consul-General en Egypte, en tant que celui-ci, 
n’dtant, bien entendu, ni sujet du Kh6dive, ni commercant du pays, jouit de toute 
l’inddpendanee que la position officielle donne aux Reprdsentants et rangers vis-a-vis des 
autoritds Egyptiennes. 

Voila, M. le Marquis, les considerations que je me permets de vous soumettre dans 
l’espoir que votre Excellence, en reconnaissant la justice, veuille bien leur pretei son 
influent appui. Les termes des stipulations de 1’Annexe III n’ont pu manquer de suggerer 
au Gouvernement du Roi un doute s’il est de son intdret de participer it un anangement 
qui lui semble imposer des obligations sans confdrer, au Representant du Danemark, 
les ratines privileges qu’aux Consuls dits “ de carrfere.” 11 aime pourtant a croire qu’il 
soit possible de trouver une formule faisant droit a sa reclamation, en ratine temps qu ellc 
paraisse satisfaisante aux autres Puissances. 

Veuillez, &c. 

(Signe) F. BILLE. 


No. 124. 

Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 18.) 

My Lord, Local Government Board, Whitehall, May 17, 1892. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s instructions as to 
the impending discussion at Paris between Representatives of Her Majesty’s Government 
and of the Governments of Austria-Hungary and France. 

1 am also deeply sensible of the honour which has been conferred upon me in 
appointing me as one of the Representatives of the British Government on this occasion. 

I am, & c. 

(Signed) R. THORNE THORNE. 


No. 125. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to the Marquis of Dutjerin* 

(No. 108. Commercial.) . 

My Lord, Foreign Office, May 18, 1892. 

I TRANSMIT herewith, for your Excellency’s information, copies of correspondence, 
as marked in the margin,! with the Austrian Ambassador at this Court respecting an 
extension of the period within which it may be open to States not parties to the 
Convention, signed at Venice in January last, to signify their adhesion theieto, 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 126. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Count d’Arco. 

Dear Count d’Arco, % e ’25 ,y 18, 18 . 92 ’ , 

I WAS very glad to learn from your letter of the 10th instant that the collections 1 

had suggested in the proces-verbaux ot the Venice Conference have been adopted. 

I must thank you for the courtesy you have shown me in the matter. 

With regard to the communication of these papers to the public, it should be 
remembered that the previous “ Sanitary Conferences,” which met at Rome, Washington, 
and elsewhere, were almost purely scientific; whereas the Conference of Venice was very 
political in its nature, and should therefore be compared to a diplomatic rather than to a 

scientific Conference. , . 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


Also to Sir A. Paget (No. 23, Commercial). 


t Nes. 109 and 119. 
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No. 127. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 19.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Paris, May 19, 1892. 

THERE was an informal meeting this morning; full details will be sent by to-night’s 
post. We meet again on Saturday. Wc recognize a genuine desire, after considerable 
pressure on our part, to arrive at a settlement. We hope that, as regards the landing of 
the healthy from postal steamers and transports under the 67th paragraph of Article 3, 
considerable relaxation will be permitted. 

We are, however, of opinion that the French Delegates will not yield in regard 
to exempting ships not carrying a doctor and a disinfecting apparatus from full 
compliance with the provisions of Article 3 (a). But even here we hope to obtain some 
concession. 

Would your Lordship abandon the case of the latter class of ships if it is finally 
impossible to save them ? 


No. 128. 

Foreign Office to Board of Trade. 

Sir, Foreign Office, May 20, 1892. 

WITH reference to your letters of the 15th and 16th January respecting the 
proposals brought forward by the French Delegates at the Venice Sanitary Conference, I 
am directed by the Marquis of Salisbury to state, for the information of the Board of 
Trade, that those proposals were accepted in a modified form by a majority of the Powers 
represented at the Conference; the British Delegates were, however, instructed not to 
sign the Convention embodying the Resolutions of the Conference. The primary objections 
of Her Majesty’s Government arc almost exclusively to the obligation—recorded in the 
3rd Article of the Cholera Regulations, copy of which is inclosed—to land persons other 
than the actual sick from ships arriving at Suez within seven days of a case of cholera 
having occurred on board. 

Dr. Thorne Thorne, of the Local Government Board, and Mr. Phipps, of Her 
Majesty’s Embassy in Paris, have been appointed to discuss this point at Paris with 
Delegates named by France and Austria-Hungary. A copy of the instructions addressed 
to Dr. Thorne and to Mr. Phipps is inclosed.* 

It will be seen from the accompanying telegram from the British Delegates,! that a 
relaxation of the Regulations contained in Article 3 will very likely be agreed to in the case 
of postal- and troop-ships, but that it will probably not be extended to ships which do 
not carry a doctor and a disinfecting apparatus. 

Lord Salisbury would be glad to receive at the earliest possible moment any 
observations which the Board of Trade may have to offer on this latter point. 

It would probably be desirable that the concession which the French Delegates are 
inclined to allow should in any case not bo confined to postal steamers, but to all well- 
found passenger steamers, as many first-class British passenger steamers arc not, it is 
believed, under mail contracts. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) JAMES W. LOWTHER. 


No. 129. 

Sir A. Paget to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 21.) 

(No. 48. Commercial.) 

My Lord, Vienna, May IS, 1892. 

WITH reference to your Lordship’s despatch No. 20, Commercial, of the 11th 
instant, I have the honour to acquaint your Lordship that Count Kalnoky informed me 
yesterday that he w r as sending Count Kuefstein to Paris to confer with the English and 
French Delegates on the question still at issue respecting the passage of vessels in 
quarantine through the Suez Canal. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) A. PAGET. 


* No. 122. 


t No. 127. 
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No. 130. 


Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury,—(Received May 21.) 


(No. 1. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 19, 1892. 

A PRELIMINARY meeting of the Delegates appointed by Her Majesty’s Govern¬ 
ment, the French Government, and the Austro-Hungarian Government to discuss the 
points on which the Venice Sanitary Conference were unable to agree, took place at the 
French Foreign Office this morning, the French Representatives being M. Barrere and 
Drs. Proust, Brouardel, and the Austro-Hungarian, Count Kuefstein. 

After a few formal observations from M. Barrere and Count Kuefstein expressive of 
their earnest desire, in which we fully coincided, to arrive at a settlement of the disputed 
points, Mr.. Phipps proceeded to read to the Delegates a statement which he had drawn 
up on his arrival from London this morning, indicating the stage at which the negotia¬ 
tions had arrived and the points on which divergence appeared to exist between Her 
Majesty’s Government and the majority of the Powers. This paper was founded almost 
textually on a portion of the instructions drawn up for our guidance. A copy of it will 
be forwarded to your Lordship to-morrow. 

The proceedings then assumed a purely conversational form, as we had decided that 
this first meeting should only involve a preliminary and informal exchange of views. 

M. Barrere stated that the proposals which had been termed the French 
proposals could now be more properly termed the Anglo-French proposals, as an agree¬ 
ment had now been arrived at on all points except that of the passage in quarantine of 
postal and troop-ships. On all other points the British Delegate at Venice had been in 
full agreement with the other Powers. 

We said that we coidd hardly admit so much as that. The signature of the Repre¬ 
sentatives of the British Government had not been affixed to the Convention, and it 
appeared to us that there were several very important matters of detail still to be 
decided, hut that of course our main objection was the detention of healthy persons in a 
lazaretto on account of supposed communication with the actual choleraic sick, and that 
absolutely, as regarded postal vessels and troop-ships, we objected to the disembarkation 
of healthy persons. 

Dr. Proust then stated that there were two contingent cases. 

Premier Cas. —A ship which should have had cholera cases before the seven days’ 
period, but which should, at the moment of arrival at Suez, have no actual cases of 
sickness on board. 

In such a case no disembarkation would be, in his opinion, required. 

Second Cas. —Ships on which cholera cases were, on arrival at Suez, actually in 
existence. 

We (the English), Dr. Proust continued, admitted the disembarkation of the actual 
sick; would we be disposed to admit disembarkation of the healthy for a certain number 
of hours for purposes of disinfection and observation ? 

A conversation ensued on these points, and from it we have derived the following 
impression. 

France seems willing to allow troop and postal vessels actually having cholera on 
board, or having had cases within seven days, to pass without quarantine detention of 
the healthy, after landing of cholera cases, and after such period of detention of vessel as 
is necessary for purposes of disinfection, and for observation to see if fresh cases will 
arise. If landing of any healthy should be necessary to such disinfection of the vessel 
or part of the vessel, the healthy will be allowed to return to the vessel on completion of 
its disinfection, pending completion of detention for observational purposes; after which, 
the vessel will pass the Canal in quarantine. 

Wc stated that this period of detention, either for disinfection or for observation, 
must be limited by the actual necessities of the case to a definite maximum number of 
hours. 

We feel inclined to accept a maximum of twenty-four hours for disinfection of 
infected vessel, and a maximum of a second additional period of twenty-four hours for 
observation.* This extreme period of forty-eight hours’ observation for the “ infected ” 
ship agrees with the period in the Local Government Board Regulations as to persons 
actually suspected. (Article 14, General Cholera Order, 28th August, 1890.) 

France wished to deal with all other infected vessels under Article 3, “ Navires 
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We rontemplate in the first instance proposing twelve 
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hours only as the maximum for this second period. 
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infectds (a )but we contended that there, should be differentiation of vessels (other 
than postal and troopers) according (a) to the number of days which had elapsed since 
any case of cholera, (b) to the number who had sickened, (c) to the precautions that had 
been taken as to cleansing and disinfecting by the captain. 

Drs. Proust, Brouardel, and Thorne are to meet to-morrow to see if any basis of 
action on these lines can be devised. 

We are hoping to secure some relaxation for vessels without a doctor but having 
a disinfecting stove, where single cases of cholera only have arisen, the last case having 
sickened or died some five days before arrival at Suez. If we fail, all vessels other than 
postal and troopers will have to come under Article 3 (a). On this point we must ask 
for instructions. Would your Lordship be disposed to abandon this class of vessels 
to their fate and admit their treatment under the full rigour of Article 3 (a) (“ Reglement 
contre le Cholera,” p. 326 Proces-verbaux), if we find, in the course of the negotiations, 
that it is absolutely impossible to secure any indulgence for them ? 

M. Proust has explained to Dr. Thorne in private that France will, on no con¬ 
sideration, assent to an immediate passage of any vessel directly she lias landed one or 
more cholera cases; hence the proposal for a brief detention of .infected vessels, even 
postal and troopers, with a view to be certain that adequate measures of disinfection 
have been taken, and also for observational purposes. 

All the Delegates will meet again on Saturday at 10 a.m., to see if the Technical 
Delegates have been able to formulate a scheme on the above lines. 

It will be seen that any disinfection and detention at Moses’ Wells for quarantine 
purposes, in the case of suspected but still healthy persons, would thus be avoided 
at least for postal vessels and troopers, and in most cases we hope, probably, no 
temporary disembarkation of healthy will be needed. 

It must be borne in mind that if the statement made to us by Dr. Proust to-ay 
can be relied on. no vessel has for seven years passed through the Canal with cholera on 
board, so that the risks of detention would appear to be very slight. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 


No. 131. 

Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 21.) 

(No. 2. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 19, 1892. 

WITH* reference to our preceding despatch, there was another point which we 
ventured to bring forward during this informal conversation which took place to-day. 

Mr. Phipps inquired how far it would be possible for us to take into consideration 
the question of the nationality of the doctors who should compose the “ Medecins de 
la Station ” at Suez, and whether some additional security might not be afforded by 
its being possible to insure one of the four being a British subject (Great Britain having 
such a preponderance in the traffic of the Canal), one an Egyptian, the other two being 
subjects of other Powers. 

This suggestion did not appear to meet with disapproval, and the Austro-Hungarian 
Delegate’s language tended in its favour. Dr. Brouardel stated that it was a question 
which had been mooted in private conversation at Venice. 

We should be glad to be favoured with your Lordsdip’s opinion whether it should 
be proceeded with or not. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 
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No. i32 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—{Received May 21.) 

(No. 3. Paris Sanitary Conference.) . on tqqo 

My Lord . Pans ’ Max J 20 .’ 1892 ' . 

' I HAVE the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship a statement which I read 

to the Delegates at the Sanitary Conference yesterday, indicating the stage at which the 
negotiations at Venice had arrived, and the principal objections of Her Majesty s Govern¬ 
ment to the decisions of the previous Conference. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. II. PHIPPS. 


Inclosure in No. 132. 

Statement read by Mr. Phipps. 

IL n’est point necessaire pour moi d’exposer en detail la divergence d opinion entre 
la doctrine avanede par les autorites medicates et adoptees par 1 opinion pubhque en 
Angleterre et aux Indes et cellcs qui l’emportcnt sur le continent au sujet de 1 eflicacite 
de la quarantaine corarae sauvegarde a la contagion du cholera et autres ma ac 1( p 5 - 

II est encore inutile de fairc allusion aux limitations que la Conference de Vemsea 
cherche a imposer au Khedive, en diminuant le nombre de ses voix au Conseil Samtai e, 
Conseil qui Lit administre ct execute une loi de quarantine “s^ez severe d uue fagon 
temperde et moderee. Toutes ces questions out ete traitees en detail a Vemse, et e 
Delegue Anglais y fit allusion plus d’une fois a la sensibihte, toute naturelle du *este, dc 
la Gmnde-Bretagne a l’egard d’une application exagerde de l’opimon des Puissances conti- 
nentales au sujet de la quarantaine, vu qu’elle absorbe les quatre cinquidmes du tonna D e 

qU1 tl IJne l question importante separait nos opinions de celles de la majonte: le principe 
du passage en quarantaine et les conditions que l’on y appliquerait. . , 

1 Lc Gouvernement de la Reine croyait pouvoir trouver un 
eprouvees au sujet du passage de vaisseaux infectes en les faisant passer le Canal en 

quarantaine^ ^ aucun t ^ moignagc important pour ddmontrer qu’il n’est pas possible 
de prendre des precautions suffisantes afin d’empechcr toute communication avec la 
nendant le passage Le Gouvernement de l’Autriche-Hongne etait dispose a adheiei a cette 
manieve devoir,et le Protocol Anglo-A utrichien fut rddige afin de permettre auxva,sseaux 
infectes ou non-infectes, destines 5 un port Anglais ou tout autre port ouveit dctmv 
le Canal en quarantaine. Cette proposition, qui dtait la base de la Confuence, a etc 
opposee de la manidro la plus prononede par les Ddlegues de a sommes pas 

dtd appuyees, malheureusement, par la plupart des 1 mssances. emD g c he 

d’avis qu’ils ont ddmontre que la communication avec la cote ne p P l . .X, ’ 

mate imtre raisonnement qie cette manitoe.de prevention serait inoma i ™ 

commerce que la detention & la c6te Asiatique du Canal Ub«td conatte 

depression sur les Deldgues. Dr. Proust a mfcne soutenu qu une telle hberte consh 

tuerait un avantage commercial pour les vaisseaux destines de p =]l 

craignaient pas de les recevoir, avantage qui, par egard aux 

norts ne devrait etre tolerd. II proposa que tout vaisseau sui lequel un cas de choleia 
se manifestOT.it sept jours avaut l'arviv& J. Suez sevait fore« i» ^^’de VuTpa-eTu" 
seulement le malade mais aussi tous les passagers et tous les i nostil ou troupier 

avaient ete sur la raferae partie du vaisseau et—dans le cas d un vaisseau postdl ou troup 

—h continuer son voyage sans les infectes faisant le trajet du Cana en q , ' t t 

Cette proposition dtait celle 5 laquelle le Gouvernement do la Reine sopposa tout, 
pavticulidrement et il lui est impossible de l’accepter dans son eta ac: ue . 

Les dangers et les rigueurs subis par les passagers jouissant d une^ san e r ^ 

enfermds dans un lazaret de la Mer Rouge dans les conditions m ‘ s< ” P objection 
morales qui s’attacheraient naturellement a un pared sejour cons i 

SraV D'auto pairt^nous’sommes d’avis qu'on ne saurait s'opposcr avec raisonUa fumigation 
ct la disinfection du naviro ou des passagers. Protablement anssi la m.se k teue du 
malade actuel serait & desirer sous tous les points de vue. 
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Les avis different surtout au sujet de la proposition d’envoyer les personnes saines aux 
lazarets, tandis que le syst&me de trajet en quarantaine donne une ample garantie que 
l’infection ne puisse pas £tre ainsi communiquee aux habitants de la c6te. Sur plusieurs 
autres points de vue les Rdglements preconises par les Ddldguds Fran 9 ais et qui ont re§u 
1’appui de la majorite de la Conference l’importent sur ceux qui ont dtd adoptes jusqu’ici. 
C’est pourquoi le Gouvernement de Sa Majeste ddsirerait vivement qu’on pfit s’accorder 
sur les questions en dispute. 


No. 133. 

Board of Trade to Foreign Office.—(Received May 21.) 

Sir, Board of Trade, London , May 20, 1892. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
to-day’s date with reference to the question of Suez Canal quarantine and the desired 
relaxation of the Regulations contained in Article 3, telegraphed by Mr. Phipps and 
Dr. Thorne Thorne, the British Delegates. 

The Board are not in possession of the full details referred to in the telegram, or of 
the further concessions which the Delegates hope to obtain, but it appears to the Board 
to be dear that it is absolutely necessary to insist that all passenger steamers carrying a 
doctor should have the benefit of the largest relaxation which can be obtained for 
them. 

It is believed that these passenger ships do not carry any disinfecting apparatus as 
a rule, and the Board cannot say what obligation the necessity of supplying such an 
apparatus may impose upon the owners, but it is assumed that this in itself would be a 
trifling matter involving small cost, 

In addition to the above, however, cargo-carrying ships will have to submit to the 
provisions of Article 3 (a), and the Board are unable to say at such short notice what 
views the owners of these vessels might desire to present for the consideration of Her 
Majesty’s Government. 

The Board will be glad, then, to learn whether Lord Salisbury would desire that 
inquiry should be made to elicit their opinions. 

The Board feel, however, that while it is imperative that the utmost relaxation 
for all passenger ships should be insisted upon, it is equally desirable that the fetter 
which it is proposed to impose on British cargo ships should be as light as possible. 

In conclusion, the Board assume that any Regulations which may be agreed upon 
will not be subject to any change by the Egyptian Quarantine Board, involving further 
stringency, without the consent of this country. 

I have &c 

(Signed) ’ HENRY G. CALCRAFT. 


No. 134. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury .— (Received May 21.) 

(No. 3. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. ... Paris, May 21, 1S92 

ARTICLE 3, dealing with infected vessels, is so much altered that we will delay 
explanations until we receive printed copies at Tuesday’s meeting; but it will be allowed 
that the choleraic sick need alone he landed from infected ships. The healthy will be 
detained on board for the purpose of observation for varying periods ; they will not be 
compulsorily landed. 


No. 135. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(lleccived May 23.) 

(No. 4. Paris Sanitary Conference. Confidential.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 21, 1892. 

WITH reference to my despatch No. 2 of the 18th instant on the subject of the 
composition of the “Mddecins de Service ” at Suez, I have the honour to state that I 
referred to this subject in private conversation with M. Barr&re yesterday. 
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He seemed to think that the only risk of that body being composed in an 
objectionable manner would be if all three were of one nationality, pointing out, for 
instance, that, owing to the preponderance of Italian doctors in Egypt, we might find all 
three of Italian nationality, which might constitute, under certain given circumstances, a 
coalition. 

I suggested whether a sentence might not be inserted to the effect that the three 
functionaries in question should not be all of the same nationality. I stated, however, 
that I was not raising the question formally. 

M. Barrere thought that for obvious reasons it was most probable that one of 
them would be a British subject, but that there might be some difficulty in insuring one 
being a Frenchman. 

Professor Brouardel, who was present, pointed out that there were, for instance, 
Greek doctors who had only French diplomas; and that if this question were raised it 
would be doubtful whether a medical man in such a position would be regarded as 
French or Greek. 

The rarity of the cases in winch the decision of these doctors would be, if our 
proposed Rules are adopted, of any very great importance, might be an argument to let 
this question drop. 

It also seems to be desirable to disturb, as little as may be absolutely necessary, the 
text of the Regulations agreed upon by the Powers represented at Venice. 

It will be remembered that one of your Lordship’s objections to the French 
proposals rested in the fact that the treatment of ships was dependent almost entirely on 
the judgment which the medical man at Suez might form of the health of all on 
board. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 


No. 136. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne. 

(No. 2. Paris Sanitary Conference.) _ , „ 

Gentlemen, Foreign Office, May 23, 1892. 

I COMMUNICATED to the Board of Trade the substance of your telegram of 
the 19th instant respecting the possible alterations in the recommendations made by the 
Venice Sanitary Conference, and I now' inclose, tor your information, a copy ot the 
reply which I have received from their Lordships.* 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 137. 


The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne. 


(No. 3. Paris Sanitary Conference.) . _ ,, 0 „ 

Gentlemen Foreign Office, May 23, 1892 

I HAVE received your despatch No. 1 of the 19th instant informing me of the 
discussions which took place on the 19th instant at an informal meeting e 
selves and your French and Austro-Hungarian colleagues, in regard to certain points 
the recommendations made by the Venice Sanitary Conference. ... i t 

The practical effect of the concessions which the French Delegates are likely to 
agree to in the case of-infected” postal and troop-ships, would be a substitution tor 
the five days’ detention on shore (provided for .ty , the Vemce Rules)(of a | le 

hours’ detention on board. Such detention would, however, no be i^rt ove ^ nmen t 
to the forty*eight hours’detention provided in this country by who on the 

Board’s Cholera Order. Persons detained under that Order arc P nQ [ ^ 

expiration of the forty-eight hours, will disperse over the coun ry » . .. • 

case at Suez, as the persons affected by the detention will be in 

journey in the ship, which will pass through the Canal in quar admit a 

order to land passengers at any Egyptian port. I am of opini 
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maximum detention of twenty-four hours for the purpose of ascertaining whether 
disinfection has been properly carried out and for disinfecting the parts of the ship out 
of which the choleraic sick have been landed, the ship ought not to be detained for any 
further period for the purpose of observation. 

With regard to the question of what vessels should benefit by the concessions you 
are endeavouring to obtain, all vessels classed as “infectds” arriving at Suez seem to 
divide themselves into the following categories:— 

(A.) Those which carry neither doctor nor stove. 

(B.) Those which carry a stove but no doctor. 

(C.) Those which carry a doctor but no stove. 

(D.) Those which carry both a doctor and a stove. 

Their treatment should be proportional to the sacrifices which they make for the 
purpose of insuring the health of their passengers and crew, and for providing against 
possible spread of the disease. 

Judged by this criterion, class (A) may be dealt with under the Rules recommended 
at Venice in Article 3 (a). 

Class (B) may be similarly dealt with if, in consequence of their being no doctor, 
there were any doubt as to their sufficient disinfection. 

Class (D) should be exempt from any detention at Suez, except such as is necessary 
for the landing of the choleraic sick, and for the verification of the disinfection which has 
already been carried out on board, and for the disinfection of the parts of the ship out 
of which the sick have been removed. 

As to class (C), the obligation upon a ship of carrying a doctor is a harsher 
requirement than that of carrying a stove, and you should endeavour to get such ships 
treated in a manner almost similar to that of class (D). Their detention should be 
limited to the time necessary to land the sick and to make a rigorous disinfection of the 
affected parts of the ship, and of the dirty linen. 

This classification will get rid of the words “ troop and postal vessels,” which is 
undesirable, as it might exclude many first-class passenger-ships which are not under 
mail contracts. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


N o. 138 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne. 

(No. 4. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

Gentlemen, Foreign Office, May 23, 1892. 

IN reply to the inquiries contained in your despatch No. 2 of the 19tli instant and 
No. 4 of the 22nd instant with regard to the nationality and mode of appointment of 
the medical officers proposed to be stationed at Suez, I have to instruct you that the 
preferable course appears to be to leave their selection to the Sanitary Board at 
Alexandria. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 139. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to M. de Bille. 

M. le Ministre, Foreign Office, May 24,1892. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 16th instant, 
calling attention to the recommendation of the Venice Sanitary Conference in regard to 
the rank of the non-medical foreign members of Egyptian Maritime Sanitary and Quaran¬ 
tine Board. In reply, I would ask you to be so good as to inform the Danish Government 
that Her Majesty’s Government feel that, not being a party to the Convention embodying 
the recommendation in question, it would be preferable that they should not offer any 
opinion on its meaning. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 
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No. 140. 


Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 26.) 

(No. 5. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 25, 1892. 

WE have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s despatch No. 3 
of the 23rd instant, containing further instructions to us in regard to the advantages sought 
to be obtained for certain classes of infected vessels arriving at Suez, with a view of 
insuring passage in quarantine for the healthy passengers on board without detention, 
excepting for purposes of disinfection. 

Your Lordship’s despatch further divides such vessels into four classes, designated by 
the letters A, B, C, and D. 

It is unnecessary for us to recapitulate all the discussions which have taken place 
between us and M. Barrere, Professors Brouavdel and Proust, and Count Kuefstein at our 
Conferences on the 19th, 21st, and 24th instant. They extended over a period^ of more 
than seven hours, exclusive of the private meetings which took place between the Technical 
Delegates. 

We, therefore, only propose to explain to your Lordship the stage at which we at 
present have arrived; the modifications of the original Regulations which we have been 
able thus far to insure; and the obstacles to such a solution as might be entirely satis¬ 
factory to Her Majesty’s Government, which we have been unable as yet to surmount. 

The principal point achieved in our first Conference consisted in a material modifica¬ 
tion, both as legards duration and other circumstances, of the detention of healthy 
passengers for so-called observational purposes. 

When we transmitted to your Lordship our despatch No. 1 of the 19th instant, we 
hoped that that period of observation might be limited to a maximum of twenty-four hours 
in addition to the period demanded for disinfection. 

But we soon found that Dr. Proust, notoriously the final Arbiter of the French 
opinions, was not disposed to accept such a hard and fast period for observation, irrespective 
of the time which might have elapsed since the appearance of the last case of cholera 
during the seven days immediately preceding the arrival of an infected vessel at Suez. 

The reason for Dr. Proust’s unyielding attitude is obvious. According _to the French 
view the period of incubation of cholera extends to four full days, and no h reach medical 
authority is prepared to risk the breaking out of a fresh case of cholera after the already 
infected vessel has left Suez for the Mediterranean. 

The French Technical Delegates therefore insisted in their private Conference with the 
British Technical Delegate on a modification, as to periods, of a sliding scale of observation, 
founded on the term which might have elapsed since the last case of cholera before the 
arrival of the infected vessel at Suez. . 

That sliding scale qf observation will be found in the paragraph of the revised 
“ R&glements Sanilaires Speciaux,” of which we have the honour to inclose a copy, and 
which we have undertaken to submit to )our Lordship. We intend, however, to laise the 
point anew, with a view of rectifying the sliding scale in a sense more favourable to our 
views. (See paper annexed to inclosure.) . 

But we believe that several other relaxations of the original Regulations have been 
secured, especially in the sense of more precise definitions throughout the document, 
modifications which it is our conviction wi'l leave little, if any, latitude to the medical men 
at Suez of interpreting with undue rigour those Regulations. 

Another important point has also been secured. If an infected vessel, with doctor 
and stove on board, is ready to abandon its choleraic sick, it is at liberty to transmit the 
Suez Canal in quarantine, leaving behind those passengers still healthy, but regarded as 
contaminated by actual contact with choleraic sick, not under restrictions so akin to 
quarantine at Moses’ Wells as formerly proposed, but subjected to a restricted period of 
observational detention, either on a specially appointed vessel, or on land in a place apait 
from the actual sick, as those on board may prefer. ^ 

It will be seen that it is no longer left to the local authority at Suez to decide who is 
to he disembarked on the ground of sickness. Any such disembarkation is now limited to 

those whom the doctor on board certifies to be actually choleraic patients. , 

The classification of ships is also amended in the sense of your Lordships instiactions 

of yesterday. . , , . . 

It appears to us, moreover, on reference to the correspondence carried on between 
your Lordship and the French and Austro-Hungarian Governments, that several of the 
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objections put forward by your Lordship against the French proposals are, if not removed 
entirely, to a large extent met. 

For instance, in your Lordship’s despatch No. 9 of the 15th March to Sir A. Paget, 
it is stated that the application of the relaxations in regard to the disembarkation of 
persons “ who have been in contact ” with the infected part of a ship is entirely at the 
discretion of the sanitary authority. 

Such discretion appears to us now to have been limited, and in some cases altogether 
abolished. 

As regards the last paragraph of the Board of Trade letter of the 20th instant, it is 
clear that the new Regulations (if they should be agreed to by Her Majesty’s Government) 
will not be subject to any change by the Egyptian Quarantine Board “involving further 
stringency without the consent of Great Britain.” 

We must finally call attention to the phrase in the concluding paragraph of 
M. Waddington’s note verbale of the 9th May: “II n’entre pas dans notre pensee de 
porter atteinte au systime sanitaire organist par la Conference de Venise.” All the efforts 
we made to insure more extensive modifications of the “ Riglements ” were met by 
arguments corresponding to this sentence; and it was pointed out to us that it would be 
quite hopeless to induce certain Powers to go further in the direction of concessions 
without a complete abandonment of that sanitary system. We therefore did not press for 
tnore at our last sitting. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 


Inclosure in No. 140. 

Convention Sanitaire Internationale de Venise. 


Annexe IV. 

Reglements Sanitaiees Speciaux. 


Reglement contre le Cholera pour les Provenances clc VExtreme-Orient. 

ARTICLE I. 

Navires Indemnes .— Tout navire indemne, quelle que soit la nature de sa patente, qui 
n’a pas eu & bord, au moment du depart ou pendant la traversie, de cas de cholera, est 
admis inunediatement h la fibre pratique apris visitc midicale favorable. Dans aucun cas 
cette disposition tie pent etre appliquee a un navire porteur de pilenns. 

ARTICLE II. 

Navires Suspects. —C’est-a-dire ayant eu des cas de cholera au moment du depart ou 
pendant la traversee, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront 
traites d’unc i‘a<;on differente suivant qu’ils ont ou n’ont pas a bord un medecin et un 
appareil a disinfection (ituve). 

(a.) Les navires ayant un medecin et un appareil de desinfcction (etuve) remplissant 
les conditions voulues seront admis h passer lc Canal de Suez en quarantaine dans les 
conditions du Reglement pour le transit. 

{b.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medecin ni l’appareil de desinfection 
(ituve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiteren quarantaine, retenus aux Sources de Mo'ise, 
pendant le temps neeessaire pour operer la desinfection du linge sale, du linge de corps, et 
^ autres objets susceptibles, ct s’assurer de l’etat sanitaire du navire. 

S’il s’agit d’un navire postal ou d’un paquebot specialement aftecte au transport des 
voyageurs, sans appareil de desinfection (etuve), mais ayant un medecin h bord—si 
1’autoriti locale a l’assurance, par une constatation officielle, que les mesures d’assainisse- 
ment et de desinfection ont etc convcnablemcnt pratiquees, soit au point du dipart, soit 
pendant la traversee, le passage en quarantaine sera aceordi. 

S’il s’agit de navires postaux ou de paquebots specialement affectes au tiansport des 
voyageurs, sans l’appareil de desinfcction (etuve), mais ayant un medecin a bord; si le 
dernier cas de cholira remonte h plus de quatorze jours et si l’etat du navire est satis- 


141 


faisant, la fibre pratique pourra 5tre donnie a Suez, lorsque les operations de disinfection 
seront terminies. 

Pour les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours, les passagers h. desti¬ 
nation de l’Egypte seront dibarquis aux Sources de Mo’ise et isoles pendant vingt-quatre 
heures, et leur linge sale et leurs eflfets h usage disinfectis. Ils recevront alors la fibre 
pratique. 

Les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours, et demandant a obtenir la 
fibre pratique en Egypte, sont egalement retenus pendant vingt-quatre heures aux Sources 
de Moise. 

Lorsque le cholera se montrera exclusivement dans l’iquipage, la desinfection ne 
portera que sur le linge sale de l’iquipage, mais sur tout le linge sale de l’<Huipage, et 
s’itendra aux postes d’habitation de l’equipage. 

ARTICLE III. 

Navires Infectds. —C’est-a-dire ayant du cholera a bord, ou ayant presents des cas 
nouveaux de cholera depuis sept jours. Ils se divisent en navires sans midecin et sans 
appareil de desinfection (etuve), et navires avee medecin et appareil de disinfection 
(ituve). 

(a.) Les navires sans me'decin et sans appareil de desinfection {etuve) seront arretis 
aux Sources de Moise, les personnes atteintes de cholira ou de diarrhee choliriforme 
debarquies et isolies dans un h6pital. La disinfection sera pratiquee d’une fa<?on complete. 
Les autres passagers seront debarquis et isoles par groupes aussi peu nombreux que 
possible de maniire a ce que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire d’un groupe particulier, si le 
cholira venait & se divelopper. Le linge sale, les objets en usage, les vitements de 
1’iquipage et les passagers seront desinfectes ainsi que le navire. 

II est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du dichargement des marchandises, mais seule- 
ment de la desinfection de la partie du navire qui a iti infectie. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours a l’etablissement des Sources de Moise; lorsque les 
cas de cholira remonteront a plusieurs jours, la durie de l’isolement sera diminuie. Cette 
duree variera selon l’ipoque de 1’apparition du dernier cas. 

Ainsi, lorsque le dernier cas se sera produit depuis sept jours la duree de 1’observation 
sera de quarante-huit heures ; s’il s’est produit depuis six jours 1’observation sera de trois 
jours, s’il s’est produit depuis cinq jours 1’observation sera de quatre jours, s’il s’est produit 
depuis moins de cinq jours 1’observation sera de cinq jours. 

(&.) Navires avec Medecins et Appareil de De'sinfection {Etuves). —Les navires avec 
midecins et ituves seront arretes aux Sources de Moise. 

Le medecin du bord diclarera sous serment quelles sont les personnes 5, bord 
atteintes de cholera ou de diarrhee choleriforme. Ces malades seront debarques et 
isoles. 

Apris le dibarquement de ces malades, le linge sale du reste des passagers et de 
l’iquipage subira la desinfection a bord, la partie ou le compartiment^ du navire et la 
section de l’h6pital dans lesquels le ou les malades auront it 6 transposes seront indiquis 
sous serment, et seront eomplitement desinfectes. On entend par “ partie du navire ” la 
cabine du malade, les cabines attenantes, le couloir de ces cabines, le pont, les parties du 
pont sur lesquels le ou les malades auraient sijourni. 

Lorsque le cholera se sera montre exclusivement dans l’equipage la desinfection du 
linge ne portera que sur le linge sale de l’equipage et le linge des postes de l’equipage. 

S’il est impossible de desinfecter la partie ou le compartiment du navire qui a iti 
occupi par les personnes atteintes du cholera ou de diarrhee choleriforme sans debarquer 
les personnes logees dans cette partie ou ce compartiment, ces personnes seront ou placies 
sur un autre navire specialement affecti 5, cet usage, ou debarquies et logees dans 
l’etablissement sanitaire, privu dans 1’Annexe I de la Convention sous le titre: 
“ Organisation de la Surveillance et de la Disinfection 5. Suez et aux Sources de Moise, 
sans contact avec les malades, lesquels seront places dans l’hopital. . 

La durie de ce sijour sur le navire ou 5 terre pour la disinfection sera aussi couite 
que possible et n’excidera pas vingt-quatre heures. 

Ces personnes eompliteront la duree de 1’observation indiquie a 1 alnma du 
paraeraphe (a), soit sur leur b&timent, soit sur le navire affecte a cet usage. Le temps 
pris par les opirations de desinfection est compris dans la durie de 1 observation. > 

Le passage en quarantaine pourra etre accorde avant l’expiration des dilais indiquis 
au paraeraphe pricedent si l’autoriti Sanitaire le juge possible. 

Lorsque la disinfection aura ite accomplie, si le navire abandonne ses malades et ses 
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suspects, il sera libre de transiter sans retard le Canal en quarantaine. On entend par 
suspects les personnes qui ont 4ffo en rapports avec des choforiques. 

Une etuve placee sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus 
rapid es les operations de disinfection. 

Les navires infectis demandant a obtenir la libre pratique en Elgypte, sont retenus 
cinq jours aux Sources de Moise, a compter du dernier cas survenu k bord, 

ARTICLE IV> 

Passagers .— 


No. 141. 

Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 26.) 

(Unofficial.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 25, 1892. 

MR. PHIPPS has suggested to me that, as no verbatim record of our proceeding is 
kept, you might like to receive an unofficial account, explaining the stage at which we 
have arrived. And, since the proceedings necessarily involve technical considerations, he 
has proposed that I should communicate them to your Lordship. 

Being on terms of friendship with M. Proust, *and having the belief that a preliminary 
conversation with him might be helpful, I wrote from London, telling him that I should 
call on him on Wednesday evening (18th) after my arrival. In answer, I received an 
invitation to dine with him and Madame Proust ‘"pour causer.” Our chat soon turned 
on the affairs of the Venice Conference, and I found he was under the firm impression 
that your Lordship had initiated both the Venice Conference and the present gathering. 
This, I ventured to explain, was by no means the case, adding that, so far as the present 
gathering was concerned, you had even proposed to avoid it, and had suggested that the 
questions that remained undecided might properly he dealt with by means of correspon¬ 
dence, and that it was essentially the Austrian Government that was desirous of securing 
a further meeting of special Delegates. And I went so far as to add that the British 
Government was, to the best of my belief, to a great extent indifferent in the matter, so 
long as the existing constitution and practice of the Alexandria Board remained what 
they are. 

He then appealed to me, and asked whether it was not a fact that, in comparison 
with the attitude adopted by the French at the Rome Conference of 1885, France had 
made great advances to secure the adhesion of England to a reasonable practice, and he 
especially referred to the great concession made by France in the proposals which they 
submitted at Venice, and which opened with the conciliatory words: “ Le principe du 
passage en quarantaine . . . . est accepte.” I answered that I saw but little concession 
in recognizing an accepted fact, and I reminded him, in general terms, of Mr. Mfoville’s 
“Tableau,” 15th December, 1891, which showed that, between the 26th October, 1881, 
and 30th November, 1891, the action adopted with regard to vessels on which there had 
been cither “ des cas certains ou suspects de chofora ” was, in no less than thirty-one 
instances, recorded as “ transits Canal en quarantaine.” 

A discussion then ensued as to the different attitude adopted by France and England 
respectively, and at last it reached a stage when he told me very firmly that on one point 
France was finally decided—that she would never be a consenting party to allowing ships 
to pass through the Canal, after landing their persons sick of cholera, without some 
substantial guarantee that a recurrence of the disease would not take place. This was 
spoken with great decision, and I answered that, as he had been so frank with me, I would 
be equally so with him, by informing him that your Lordship would not countenance the 
compulsory landing of healthy people—passengers and crews—merely because they had 
been in the same ship as a cholera patient who had been landed at the lazaretto. 

For a moment our conversation—which it was all along understood was to be regarded 
as a mere exchange of thought between ourselves only—came to an end; but after a 
pause he said, in a very friendly and conciliatory manner, that we must evidently see if 
some middle course could not be found between these two divergent views. I said I 
should be delighted if such a result were attained, adding, “ Qa depend de vous,” to 
which he retorted in a friendly way, “ Tout au eontrairc, ea depend entierement de vous.” 
At this point M. Proust, having an evening engagement, rose, and I shortly after left for 
hw hotel. M. Brouardel, to whom I had likewise sent a message, had expressed, through 
M. Proust, his inability to join us; hence, I did not see him before our formal meeting. 


Next morning (Thursday, 19th May) I conferred with Mr. Phipps, and gave him the 
above information in some detail; and when, at 10 a.h., we met in Confeienee, it was 
evident that M. Brouardel had been informed of all that had passed; and both Mr. Phipps 
and 1 were agreed that, during the conversational discussion which ensued, our views, 
based on your Lordship’s instructions, were received with a friendliness that we had hardly 
anticipated. 

The discussion of the 19th was discursive, and somewhat disconnected; and on the 
main point at issue MM. Brouardel and Proust, whilst insisting that the “ passage en 
quarantaine ” for “ navires infeetds ” could not possibly be granted without some detention, 
did not make a clear distinction between a detention for purposes of disinfection and a 
detention for purposes of observation, the result being that we were under some mis¬ 
apprehension as to the nature of the duration of the detention which they intended to 
demand for such vessels, and this the more because they ended by telling us that, if we 
were not satisfied with the conclusions arrived at in Venice, it was our place, and not 
theirs, to formulate the new proposals for discussion. It was then at once decided that 
we, the British Delegates, should undertake this task, and that M. Brouardel, M. Proust, 
and I should meet on Friday (20th) at the “ Ecole de M^decine,” and endeavour to 
arrive at some provisional agreement. 

The points in question necessarily involved a number of medical considerations, and it 
was I, therefore, who undertook the task of drafting certain proposals to supersede some 
of the conclusions anived at in Article 3 (“Navires Infectes”). These 1 subsequently 
discussed with Mr. Phipps, who, after some slight modifications, expressed his general con¬ 
currence in them; and I, on Friday (20th), submitted them as an alternative scheme to 
MM. Brouardel and Proust. The proposals in question were naturally drawn up with as 
strict a regard as possible to our English views, and with the knowledge that I should 
almost certainly be asked by my medical colleagues to modify them in the direction of the 
French views. 

A number of modifications of Article 3 were, after several hours, provisionally agreed 
upon; they did not secure all that had been aimed at on our side; but they were, I think, 
in some important respects, a substantial advance on the former conclusions. Some 
ambiguities remained, as to which I felt it unwise further to press MM. Brouardel and 
Proust at our sitting of the 20th ; but after again conferring with Mr. Phipps, he under¬ 
took the duty of securing some further modification. This he succeeded in doing by 
taking up the attitude of one who, not professing to possess technical knowledge, read 
the document as an ordinary member of the British public would read it. As such, he 
did not regard it as sufficiently precise, and this being the case, he asked for verbal 
modifications, all of which, being granted, were of distinct value by way of securing a 
definite meaning on points which might otherwise have involved disagreeable misunder¬ 
standings hereafter. 

With these modifications, Article 3 now stands as in the inclosed proof. 

In our official Report, we shall be compelled to repeat much ot that which will follow, 
but it may be convenient to conclude in this unofficial letter an account ot the reasons by 
which we have been influenced as regards each change effected, and as regards the 
retention of certain parts of Article 3 unaltered.* 

Article 3.— Navires Infecte's; pp. 327, 327 Proves- Verb aux. 

§ 1, which classifies vessels on which fresh cases ot cholera have appeared “ depuis 
sept jours,” remains practically unaltered, and no other classification ot ships, as, e.g., 
postal or other, is anywhere considered in the amended Article. 

§ 2 (a), instead of the words “les malades d^barques et isoles” in line 2, now read 
“les personnes atteintes dc cholera ou de diarrlfoe choforiforme debarquees et isofoes.” 
This makes it clear that “ malades ” has to do with cholera alone. All attempt to secure 
any other modification of this section tailed. The fact of a vessel having on board a 
disinfecting stove was not admitted as justifying any relaxation. It was admitted that a 
mere mechanic could, indeed, do the actual work of disinfection as regards articles put in 
a disinfecting chamber, but it was contended that, apart from sworn medical evidence as 
to the nature of sickness, which might at the time be ill-defined, no relaxation as to 
landing of passengers, &c., could be conceded; and this the more, because n captain coukl 
always shelter himself, as to a false statement, by a plea of ignorance ot disease. Hence, 

* The arrangement adopted in Article 3 was admittedly incouveiit ml, lmt our colleagues lu-ld that it was 
desirable to adhere to it, modiiieatio is alone being introduced. Otherwise, they felt sure that some ot the 
Delegates of other Powers might look upon this portion of their work as having been superseded rather than 
modified. , , 

j- This classification wa» subsequently leferred to as • li classification nvg.cuujeo. 
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the section itself stands substantially unaltered; but in so far as detention on shore for 
“observation” is concerned, it is controlled by the sliding scale yet to be referred to. 

§ 3 remains unaltered. 

§ 4, at the top of p. 327, also stands as in the original, with the important addition 
that it, too, is controlled by the sliding scale. 

§ 5. This section is now coupled with the preceding section, and it is altered in its 
second line, where “pourra etre diminuee” is changed into “sera diminuee,” so as to be 
certain of securing an abatement of the stringency of the preceding section even for vessels 
“sans medecin et sans appareil de disinfection.” 

Then comes a considerable amount of new material, the first part of which reduces 
the detention of “les autres passagers” on shore, in the case of vessels even without 
either doctor or means of disinfection, from a hard and fast five days, to periods varying, 
under a sliding scale, from forty-eight hours to five days, according to the date during the 
preceding seven days at which the last case of cholera occurred. No abatement of these 
periods could possibly be obtained. 

A sub-head (E) is next made as to “ Navires avec medecin et appareil de disinfec¬ 
tion (etuves). 

These “infected” vessels will anchor off Moses’ "Wells, close to Suez, and any 
persons suffering from cholera or choleraic diarrhoea will be landed and isolated. But it 
is the doctor on board who is to declare under oath who such persons are, and it is 
“ ces malades” who will be landed. Thus, we have obtained a reasonable guarantee that 
only cholera patients, and not cases of dysentery, &c., will be landed, our contention 
having been that the doctor on board who had watched his patients all along was obviously 
a better judge as to whether an individual diarrhoea patient was or was not suffering from 
cholera than any doctor at Suez could be who saw a doubtful case for the first time. 

Then follows a new paragraph, requiring the disinfection of the part of the vessel 
occupied by the cholera patient or patients, soiled linen, &c.; but as there is a disinfecting 
stove on board, all this work is to be done on board, unless, indeed, such work can be 
facilitated by further apparatus on a pontoon alongside, as was provided for in the original 
Article 3. The “ partie du navire ” to be disinfected is now clearly defined, and there 
is a limitation very similar to the original one as to the amount of “linge” to be 
disinfected. 

Another section of three lines is retained. 

Over the next paragraph we had much discussion. On medical grounds, it was 
impossible to contend that the disinfection of the “partie du navire” or the “comparti- 
rrient” could in all cases be properly carried out, so long as the occupants of those 
portions were on board, and hence I provisionally assented in Conference with MM. 
Brouardel and Proust to a disembarkation of the persons actually occupying such portion 
of the vessel, so long as it was made clear that this was done only in order to facilitate the 
process of disinfection; that the passengers were to be placed in a building quite distinct 
from the hospital, and that the detention was clearly limited to an outside period of 
twenty-four hours. But, on subsequently discussing this part of the subject with 
Mr. Phipps, we agreed that it would be better to secure removal to a boat alongside as an 
alternative to going ashore, so that the temporary quitting of the vessel could not possibly 
savour of a compulsory detention in the “ dtablissemcnt Sanitaire” for so-called purposes 
of observation. This modification was assented to at the formal meeting on Saturday, 
the 21st. 

A further paragraph limits this detention for disinfecting purposes definitely to 
twentj-fbur hours, after which any healthy person who may have left the vessel for either a 
boat or the shore in order to facilitate disinfection of the vessel have a right to return to it. 

The next point was the subject of further lengthened discussion. It relates to a 
detention of the vessel, beyond these twenty-four hours, for a period of observation. 
Both at the meeting of the Technical Delegates on Friday, the 20th, and at the meeting on 
Saturday, the 21st, a great effort was made to secure for infected vessels with a doctor 
and a disinfecting stove a maximum detention of forty-eight hours, this period to 
include the maximum of twenty-four hours for purposes of disinfection ; indeed, we 
had hoped that M. Proust himself had, in conversation on Thursday, the 19th, expressed 
himself as leaning in this direction; but it soon became evident that, in the desultory 
conversation of that day, he had referred only to forty-eight hours as a minimum instead 
of a maximum limit. 

The ltegulation of the Local Government Board, Article 14, General Cholera Order, 
the 28th August, 1890, was pressed on our attention. We then felt unable to insist that 
the conditions with which that Article (14) deals were altogether analogous with 
those with which the proposed Regulation for the Suez Canal is concerned. The 


English detention of forty-eight hours has to do with persons actually certified to be 
already suffering from the first stage of cholera, or suffering from an affection which 
the Medical Officer of Health “ suspects may prove to be cholera.” But the proposed 
Regulation for the Suez Canal is intended to cover, in addition, the somewhat uncertain 
period of incubation preceding the recognizable symptoms of the disease. And not only 
so, but when the healthy from a cholera ship are landed in England, an effort is, as a 
matter of fact, made to keep them under some sort of observation in the sanitary district 
to which they journey. Thus, Article 12 of this General Order of the 28th August, 1890, 
makes the landing and dispersion of the healthy conditional on their giving the “ name 
and place ” of their “ destination,” and notice of their impending arrival at such destination 
is forthwith sent to the Medical Officer of Health of the district in question. 

When, therefore, MM. Brouardel and Proust firmly adhered, on the 20th instant, to 
the requirement that the infected vessel should be detained under observation for a period 
of five days, I was not able to contend that they were altogether without medical grounds 
for their insistance as to some such observation. 

But they went further. They asserted that this detention for a period of Jive days 
was the crucial point on which the bulk of the Powers assembled at Venice had agreed 
that it was the minimum which the majority could be got to assent to ; and that they (the 
French), in consequence of this, and quite apart from their own personal views in the 
matter, could not, in the absence of a reassembling of the entire Conference, undertake to 
alter it. This same view was held by all but the British Delegates at the formal gathering 
on the next day (Saturday, the 21st). 

It was in consequence of this attitude that I, when meeting MM. Brouardel and Proust 
on Friday, the 20th, suggested a sliding scale for the regulation of such detentions ; and it 
was, indeed, as regards “ Navires avec medecin et appareil de disinfection (etuves) ” that 
the sliding scale was first arranged ; its extension to other infected vessels, namely, those 
“ sans medecin et sans appareil de disinfection (ituves),” being a later concession. And 
the ground on which I was able to urge it as a modification of an absolute five days’ 
detention was that by reckoning the period antecedent to arrival at Suez, and since which 
no case of cholera had arisen, as a part of the period of observation, the lull five days, and, 
as it turned out, in some cases more, were really obtained. 

The actual periods which I, at this stage, proposed were somewhat extended by my 
French colleagues, but we ultimately agreed that we would submit them, as they now 
stand, to the general meeting on Saturday, the 21st, on which day the only modification 
secured was one, on the proposal of Mr. Phipps, which went move strictly to define the 
date when the detention under observation should actually commence. 

A paragraph which stood in the original “ Article 3: Navires lnfectes ’ is still retained 
in a modified form. By means of it, “ passage en quarantaine ” may be granted before the 
expiration of these periods of from forty-eight hours to five days, just as was the case in 
the original document as regards the period of five days. It is also still open to a, vessel, 
if it gives up its “ suspects ” as well as its cholera patients, to proceed in quarantine after 
disinfection ; but the term “suspects” has now been defined. 

The last paragraph of Article 3, as to arrivals in Egypt, is also retained. 

The sliding scale Regulations, which are subject to the chance of modification as 
above named, “ si l’autorite Sanitaire le juge possible,” embodies the ultimate concession 
in this respect, which either the French Technical Delegates or the other Delegates were 
willing to assent to. 

The main points thus far gained, i.e,, up to termination of meeting of the -.1st May, 
by the additional Conference in Paris, are as follows 

1. Instead of a prescribed five days’ detention of all passengers, other than those 

sick of cholera, at Moses’ Wells, in the case of vessels without either a doctoi oi a 
disinfecting stove on board, the detention will vary, according to the sliding scale, from 
forty-eight hours to five days. _ _ . . 

2. In the case of vessels carrying a doctor and a disinfecting stove, it is the doctoi on 

hoard who is to decide what person or persons are to be landed on the ground that t ey 
are suffering from cholera. Thus, a guarantee against the compulsory landing of Bntisi 
officers and others suffering from dysentery is secured. „ 

3. In the same class of vessel, whether postal, troop-ship, or other, all landing oi 
healthy persons at Moses’ Wells will be avoidable. If any landing of a limited number ot 
such passengers or crew does take place, it will only occur when it^ is necessaiy or le 
purposes of disinfecting a portion of the vessel. Even then there is the alternative ot 
removal to a vessel moored alongside, and any such removal is lor a limited number ot 
hours only, after which the persons in question have the right to return to the vessel. 
Thus, indeed, no compulsory landing of any healthy can take place. 
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All has not been obtained which we had hoped for, but it is to be remembered that these 
modified restrictions, whether under subhead (a) “ sans medeein et appareil de disinfection, 5 ’ 
or under subhead (6) “ avec medeein et appareil de disinfection,” apply only to vessels 
“ ayant du cholira h bord ou ayant presente des cas nouveaux de cholira depuis sept jours’ 
that, according to Mr. Mieville’s Return of the 15th December, 1891, only two vessels of 
either class would have come within these restrictions during the six years ending 
November 1891 ; and that the restrictions, though, according to our view, in excess of the 
requirements, can, in principle, be justified on medical grounds. 

Any likelihood that an increasing number of infected vessels may in the future 
become subject to these modified restrictions by reason of an increasing stringency in 
their application is, we hope, to a substantial extent, removed by reason of tbe stricter 
definition which has been secured as to the conditions under which they can be applied. 

And, it may be, as has been suggested to us by our colleagues, that (1) a more strict 
exclusion of possibly infected persons amongst the crews taken on board in Indian and 
other ports may, as time goes on, go to eliminate the principal source of danger; and 
that (2) with the additional precautionary measures which will become possible, by reason 
of the possession of an efficient steam disinfecting apparatus on board, the local authority 
at Suez will become more and more willing to avail themselves of the power accorded to 
them of abating the duration of the period during which an infected vessel may be 
detained, by the sliding scale, under observation. 

These two problematic considerations did not, however, influence us in our attempt to 
secure the best procurable conditions for British ships passing through the Canal. 

This point in the letter had been reached when your Lordship’s fresh instructions of 
the 23rd May were received. 

On meeting in Conference immediately afterwards, we again pressed for further 
concessions. Thus, as regards your Lordship’s class of vessels (D), we urged very 
strongly that they should be placed in a specially favourable category, and in the end 
Mr. Phipps made a definite proposition to the effect that, as regards such vessels, the 
“ passage en quavantaine ” should be accorded without the delays involved for purposes of 
observation according to the sliding scale, provided only an isolated case of cholera should 
have appeared among the crew within seven days before arrival at Suez. We were at 
once met with a number of rejoinders, as regards even this small concession. Thus, we were 
told that, apart from there having been other antecedent cases—whether recognized or 
not—before the date in question, such an instance would be impossible in view of 
the comparatively short period of incubation of cholera, and that we were thus contem¬ 
plating a vessel on which recurring cases of cholera were taking place ; that our demand 
amounted to a demand that if a case of cholera occurred within half-an-hour of reaching 
Suez, the “ passage en quarantaine ” should be granted during the very period of 
incubation,* in which further attacks might reasonably be anticipated to manifest them¬ 
selves ; that as a matter of fact, such a contingency as was involved in our proposal, 
though especially dangerous when it did arise, did, as a matter of fact, hardly ever arise j 
that if we once so completely departed from a requirement which in some way recognized 
the “ cinq jours d’observation,” the whole Conference must reassemble with a result 
England might regret; and that the only answer to us was “ e’est absolument impossible.” 
We were also appealed to not “for so remote a contingency” to attempt thus to 
“ wreck ” the whole Conference ; the Austrian Delegate was also evidently not favourable 
to the proposal. Some of these representations were, doubtless, according to our view, 
strained; but I am bound to say that some of the medical considerations involved were 
by no means easy to answer.! 


In a later paragraph commencing “ s’il est impossible,” towards the foot of page 3 of 
the amended Article 3 in proof, we, in addition to certain other modifications which appear 
in manuscaipt on the proof, secured a more definite description of the place in which any 
persons landed for disinfection (instead of going on board a vessel alongside) should be 
placed; and in the paragraph which is partly at the foot of p. 3 and partly at the top 
of p. 4, we endeavoured to arrange for the passage of such a ship as is described in 
your Lordship’s Class (D), immediately after having landed its sick and having completed 
its disinfection, by securing that the “ suspects ” instead of being landed might remain on, 
or be removed to, the vessel alongside which had been arranged for as regards disinfection 


• This period the French Technical Delegates put at four complete days in many cases; but they added that 
the Germans held that a fifth day must be included. 

f This will not prevent our raising the point anew, and we have in an informal interview announced 
our intention as to this to M. Barrere and Count Kuefstein. We propose to insist that the sliding scale is 
inconsistent with even the French demand for “ cinq jours d’observation,” since it demands a longer period 
of immunity from cholera in the case of a vessel on which a case arose, say, six days before arrival at Suez, than in 
the case of one ou which a case arose the day before such arrival. 
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of the vessel. Thus, such a vessel as in Class (D) could proceed to the Mediterranean 
without detention for observation, and the actual landing of “ suspects ’’ would also 
be avoided. 

As regards your Lordship’s Class (A), you will observe that we have secured for them, 
advantages beyond those you refer to “under tbe Rules recommended at Venice in 
Article 3 («).” They now come within the scope of the sliding scale. 

Class (B), which I have discussed in a preceding part of this letter, will benefit in a 
similar w T ay; since the existence of a disinfecting stove on board c ould not pcssiblylace 
them in a worse position than those in Class (A) having no such stove. 

As regards your Lordship’s Class (C), we were told that such vessels have no right to 
exist. A vessel that can afford to maintain a qualified medical man—and such the French 
naturally consider a ship’s doctor should be—can surely, we were told, afford the 
non-recurring expense of a steam disinfecting chamber in connection with the ship’s 
boilers and engines. They therefore fall, for practical purposes, within Class (D), to which 
I have just referred. 

As regards the last paragraph of your Lordship’s letter, dealing with the classification 
of ships, the point referred to was gained at the meeting of the 20th instant, where the 
new classification “ hygienique ” spoken of under paragraph 1 of Article 3 was 
suggested on the part of Great Britain, and is now provisionally accepted. It will also be 
observed that the added words “ pour les provenances de l’Extrerne-Orient ” at the 
heading of the “ Riglemcnts ” will altogether prevent any contention that these Regulations 
may be applied to vessels passing from the Mediterranean to the East, as, for example, 
when troops may have to be conveyed to India from Malta, where cholera might at the 
moment exist. 

I would merely add that this letter has, at several stages of its preparation and in its 
final stage, been submitted to Mr. Phipps, and that he allows me to say that it has his 
entire concurrence, as an account of our proceedings up to date. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) R. THORNE THORNE. 


Inclosure in No. 141. 

Convention Sanitaire Internationale de Venise. 

Annexe IV. 

Regloients Sanitaires Speciaux. 

Reglement contre le Chole'ra, pour les Provenances de l’Extreme -Orient. 

ARTICLE I. 

Navires bulemnes.— Tout navire indemne, quelle que soit la nature de sa patente, 
qui n’a pas eu h bord, au moment du depart ou pendant la traversee, de cas de 
cholira, est admis immediatement a la fibre pratique apris visite medicale favorable. 
Dans aucun cas cette disposition nc peut etre appliquec a un navire porteur de pelerins. 

ARTICLE II. 

Navires Suspects. —C’est-a-dirc ayant eu dcs cas de cholira au moment du depart ou 
pendant la traversee mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront 
traites d’une far;ou diffeTente suivant qu’ils out ou n’ont pas a bord un medeein ct un 
appareil h disinfection (etuve). 

(a.) Les navires ayant un medeein et un appareil de disinfection (ituve) rernplissant 
les conditions voulues seront admis a passer le Canal de Suez en quarantaine dans les 
conditions du reglement pour le transit. 

(&.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medeein ni l’appareil de disinfection 
(ituve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiter en quarantaine, retenus aux Sources de 
Morse, pendant le temps nicessaire pour opiver la disinfection du linge sale, du linge de 
corps, et autres objets susceptibles, et s’assurer dc 1’itat sanitaire du navire. 

S’il s’agit d’un navire postal ou d’un paquebot spicialement affecti au transport des 
voyageurs, sans appareil de disinfection (ituve), mais ayant un midecin h bord,—si 
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l’autoritd locale a l’assurance, par une constatation offieielle, que les mesures d’assainisse- 
ment et de desinfection ont ete convenablement pratiquees, soit au point du depart, soit 
pendant la traversee, le passage en quarantaine sera accorde. 

S’ll s’agit de navires postaux ou de paquebots specialement affectds au transport des 
voyageurs, sans l’appareil de desinfection (etuve), mais ay ant un mddecin a bord • si le 
dernier cas de cholera reraonte a plus de quatorze jours et si Mat du navire est 
satisfaisant, la libre pratique pourra Stre donnee h Suez, lorsque les operations de 
desmtection seront terminees. 

Porn les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze quinee jours, les passagers a 
destination de l’Egypte seront debarques aux Sources de Moise et isoles pendant vin°-t- 
quatre heures, et leur Huge sale et leurs effets k usage desinfectes. Ils recevront alors la 
libre pratique. 

... ^ es gateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours et demandant a obtenir la 
libre pratique en Egypte sont egalement retenus pendant vingt-quatre heures aux Sources 
de Moise. .~ 

Lorsque le cholera se montrera exclusivenient dans 1 equipage, la desinfection ne 
portera que sur le linge sale de l’equipage, mais tout le linge sale de l’equipage, et dans 
les postes d’habitation de 1’equipage. 


ARTICLE HI. 

Navires Infectes. C est-a-dirc avant du cholera h bord ou ayant presente des cas 
nouveaux de cholera depuis sept jours. Ils se divisent en navires sans avee mddecin et 
sans appareil de desinfection (etuve) ct navires avee medecin et avec appareil de 
desmtection (etuve). 

(a.) Les navires sans medecin et sans appareil de desinfection {etuve) seront arr^tes aux 
bouices de Moise, les personnes atteintes de cholera ou de diarrhee choldriforme debarquees 
et isolees dans un hopital. La, desinfection sera pratiquec d’une facon compete. Les 
autres passagers seront ddbarques et isoles par groupes aussi peu nombreux que possible 
de mam ere » ee que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire d’un groupe particular, si le 
cholera venait a se tlevelopper. Le linge sale, les objets en usage, les vetements de 
1 equipage et les passagers seront desinfectes ainsi que le navire. 

11 est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du d&chargement des marcliandises, mais 
seulement de la desinfection de la partic du navire qui a dte in fee tee. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours a 1’etablissemcnt des Sources de Moise; Wmw 
ioutefois, lorsque les cas de cholera remonteront it plusieurs jours, la durde de i’isolement 
sera diniinuee. Cette durde variera selon l’epoque de l’apparition du dernier cas. 

Ainsi, lorsque le dernier cas se sera produit depuis sept jours la duree de l’observation 
sera de^quarante-huit heures; s’il s’est produit depuis six jours l’observation sera de trois 
jours, s’il s’est produit depuis cinq jours 1’observation sera de quatre jours, s’il s’est produit 
depuis moins de cinq jours fobservation sera de cinq jours.* 

(b.) Navires avec Me'decins ct Appareil de Desinfection {JEtuves ).—Les navires avec 
medecins et ctuves seront arretes aux Sources de Moise. 

Lc medecin du bord declarera sous serment quelles sont les personnes h bord 
atteinlcs dc cholera ou de diarrhee choleriforme. Ces malades seront debarques et 
isoles. 

Apres le debarquement dee ces malades, le linge sale du reste des passagers et de 
1 equipage subira la desinfection a bord, la partie ou le compartiment du navire et la 
section no 1’hopital dans lesquels le ou les malades auront ete transposes seront indiques 
sous hcrmcnt, et seront complhteinent desinfectes. On entend par “ partie du navire ” 
la cabii.e du malade, les cabines attenantes, le couloir de ces cabines, le pont©» ou les 
parties du Pont sur lesquels ou les malades auraieat sojourn^, 

Loisque le cholera se sera montre exclusivenient dans l’equipage la disinfection 
du linge ne portera que sur le linge sale de l’equipage et le linge des postes de l’iquipage. 

b’il est impossible de disinfector la partic ou le compartiment du navire qui a°it<$ 
oecupe par les personnes atteintes du cholera ou de diarrhee choleriforme sans dibarquer 
les personnes logics dans cette partie ou ce compartiment, ces personnes seront ou piacees 
da»s sur un autre navire specialement affecte it cct usage, ou debarquees et logics dans 

* Modified didinp •■'"ale of observation which will be proposed bv the British Delegates:_ 

"Ainsi, loisqut h (lei nicy cas dc cloth a se sera produit depuis cinq , six, ou sept jours, la duree de 
Moisei ration sera d, » m^t-qualre hcuies ;* s’tf s’est produit depuis quatre jouis V observation sera de quarante- 
huit lieutes ; s it s%st pioduit d>pnis hois tou.s Vobset ration sera de trAs jours ; s’il s est produit depuis deux 
jours I’obse) ration seio de quatre jours ; s’d s'est produit depuis tin jour 1’observation sera de cinq jours." 

* t.e.. for disinfection only. 
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l’etablissement Sanitaire prevu dans la Convention , sous le titre “ Organisation de la 
Surveillance et de la De'sinfection a, Suez et aux Sources de Moise,”* sans contact avec 
les malades, qui eux-memes seront place's dans Vhopital. 

La duree de ce sejour sur le navire ou a terre pour la disinfection sera aussi courte 
que possible et n’excedera pas vingt-quatre heures. 

Les personnes seront de nouveau rembarquees pour completer sur le navire la duree 
de l’observation indiquee dans Valinea 4 le tabl e au du paragraphe (a ); soit sur leur navire , 
soit' sur le navire specialement afecte a cet usage. Le temps pris par les operations de 
disinfection est compris dans la duree de l’observation. 

Le passage en quarantaine pourra etre aecordi avant l’expiration des delais indiques 
au paragraphe precedent si l’autorite Sanitaire le juge possible. 

Lorsque la disinfection aura ete accomplie, si le navire abandonee Ises malades et kscs 
suspects, il sera libre de transiter sans retard le Canal en quarantaine. On entend par 
suspects les personnes qui ont ete en rapports avec des choleriques. 

Une etuve placee sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus 
rapides les operations de disinfection. 

Les navires infectes demandant a obtenir la libre pratique en Egypte, sont retenus 
cinq jours aux Sources de Moise, a compter du dernier cas survenu k bord. 

ARTICLE IV. 

Passagers .— 


No. 142. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, May 26, 1892, 5 p.m. 

IS Bombay included in the term “ Extreme-Orient ? ” 

I think that the medical officer on board should determine whether it is necessary, 
in order to properly disinfect a ship, that passengers should leave her. Who is it now 
proposed should determine that point ? 


No. 143. 


Sir A. Paget to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 27.) 


(No. 49. Commercial.) 

My Lord, __ Vienna, May 24, 1892. 

COUNT KALNOKY, in referring to-day to the assembly at Paris of the Delegates 
of Austria-Hungary, England, and France for the discussion of the remaining point of 
difference connected with the Sanitary Conference at Venice, observed that he believed 
the Delegates were in a fair way of coming to an understanding. 

There was, however, his Excellency said, a point of form relating to the manner iu 
which the results of the present deliberations should be communicated to the otho ■ 
Powers which it did not appear easy to overcome; but it occurred to him that perhaps 
the best means of meeting it would be that a Protocol should be drawn up setting forth 
the change in the Venice Convention which had been agreed upon, and that this Protoco’ 
should be communicated to the other Powers, so as to form part of the Convention 
iI self. 


I have, &c. 

(Signed) A. PAGET. 


* Page 319 Proees-Verbanx, where scene alteration ha- been made to make it clear that this 
is Quite distinct from the cholera hospital. 

|B01J 


“ etablisseincnt ” 
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Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 27.) 

(No. 4. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Paris, May 27, 1892, 2-55 p.m. 

TOUR Lordship’s telegram of the 26th May. 

Another meeting will take place to-morrow. We could not obtain consent to 
proposal that the necessity of persons leaving ship for purpose of disinfecting it should 
be judged by the ship’s doctor. 

Words “ Extreme-Orient ” include Bombay. Perhaps “ Orient ” would be better. 


No. 145. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, May 27, 1892, 5T5 p.m. 

. THE treatment of healthy persons on infected ships is not defined in the draft of 
Article 3 which you have sent. The ship may still be obliged to abandon them as 
“suspects;” the Egyptian officials would in practice decide the point, owing to the 
looseness of the definition as given in the last paragraph but two. We cannot consent 
to this. 


No. 146. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 28.) 

(No. 6. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. ^ Paris, May 28, 1892, 5*45 p.m. 

WORDS “Extreme-Orient” have been discussed; they do include British India. 
We have obtained a clear definition of the term “suspects” in Article 3 (b). 
They are those persons only who occupied a portion or compartment of the ship in 
common with the choleraic sick. 

The officer of the quarantine board decides whether it is necessary in order properly 
to disinfect the ship that they should leave her; but ship’s doctor decides who they are. 


No. 147. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps. 

(No. . Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, May 28, 1S92, 11'30 p.m. 

YOUR telegram No. 6. 

The draft Article you have sent is no great advance as regards interference with 
the healthy on the terms proposed at Venice. The question in my telegram of the 27th 
instant referred to the persons the ship must abandon before being allowed to pass the 
Canal in quarantine, and not to those who are to leave the ship to enable her to be dis¬ 
infected. I wish to see exact words defining the former unfortunate class of persons. 
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No. 148. 

Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received May 30.) 

(No. 7. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Paris, May 29, 1892. 

THE answer to Lord Salisbury’s cypher telegram just received is :— 

“Those in addition to the cholera patients whom the infected ship must abandon for 
observation, either on a vessel or on shore, if it leaves immediately after disinfection, are 
persons, to be designated by the ship’s doctor, ‘qui auront occupe la partie ou le 
compartitnent du navire et la section dc Vhopital dans lequel le ou les malades auront 
ete transports.’ 

“ But even this detention may be waived under new sliding scale, as to which details 
already forwarded to-day by letter.” 


No. 149. 

Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury. — (Received May 30.) 

(Unofficial.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 28, 1892. 

IN continuation of my previous “ unofficial ” communication, I would, in the first 
place, refer to the intention expressed in that letter, to the effect that Mr. Phipps and I 
intended to make another effort to secure a diminution in the severity of the so-called 
“ sliding scale ” as regards vessels having both doctor and disinfecting stove on board, 
namely, those included in your Lordship’s Class (D) (Instructions, 23rd May). 

Our former proposal of the 24th May having been met by “ e’est absolument 
impossible,” Mr. Phipps and I discussed an alternative method of approaching the same 
subject; and Mr. Phipps having an interview on the 25th May with M. Barr&re and 
Count Kuefstein on non-technical points, he suggested to M. Barrere that, in view' of 
British opinion, the point ought to be reopened. On my joining this informal interview', 
Mr. Phipps and I, provisionally assenting to the view that France was in some sense tied 
as regards the other Powers in the matter of a “ cinq jours d’observation ” of one or 
another sort, contended that the sliding scale demanded much more than five days’ 
immunity from cholera; that it was unequal in its incidence as regards the dates at which 
a case of cholera might have occurred on board any vessel, being most severe—as regards 
length of immunity from cholera—towards those in which the attack had been most 
remote, and that the sliding scale gave no advantages to vessels having a doctor and 
stove on hoard, as compared with those vessels not possessing these safeguards. 

M, Barr&re assented that we had raised a point deserving of further discussion, and 
Count Kuefstein agreeing, M. Barrere undertook to see M. Proust on the subject. The 
result was, that an informal interview was arranged between M. Proust and myself, at 
which I submitted an alternative sliding scale for vessels having both doctor and disin¬ 
fecting stove on board, the maximum period of detention commencing, for several groups 
of vessels, with a maximum of twenty-four hours’ detention. 

As Mr. Phipps and I had anticipated in private conference, M. Proust insisted that 
« cinq jours d’observation,” in the case of a vessel on which there had been a case of 
cholera the day before arrival at Suez, was really of much more value than “ quarante- 
huit hcurcs ” in the case of a vessel on which an attack of cholera had arisen six days 
before arrival; because the whole of the “ cinq jours ” were included in a period when the 
vessel was under the supervision of the “autorite locale,” and four, at least, of them were 
subsequent to the processes of disinfection. Therefore, he maintained, a forty-eight hours’ 
detention, the antecedent period of immunity from cholera, w r as the least that France 
could assent to or defend in her dealings with other Powers. I very strongly pressed 
upon M. Proust your Lordship’s contention as to the sufficiency of a twenty-four hours 
limit, pure and simple, for infected vessels; and urged that, in England, there was a 
strong conviction that this would give ample security against the alleged risk to Medi 
terranean ports and to Europe generally. . 

At last M. Proust said that, if England would be satisfied to leave the judgment as to 
necessity of detention for a second period of twenty-four hours, making forty-eight hours in 
all, to the local authority at Suez, he would endeavour to secure the assent of his colleagues 
to’this change as regards certain groups of vessels. But, he added, we must remember 
that this was the last concession on this point that could be entertained. 

He and I then drew out a new sliding scale, and in it an abatement of at least 
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twenty-four hours is, in the judgment of the local authority, accorded in the case of all but 
the last class of vessels referred to in it; whilst an absolute diminution in severity is also 
secured under some of the conditions specified. 

At the next formal meeting in Conference on Saturday, the 28th May, the other 
Delegates expressed their concurrence in the change. The sliding scale, which is limited 
to “ ( b .) Navires avec medecin et ctppareil de disinfection (ehives), runs as follows :— 


Lorsque le dernier cas de cholera se sera produit dans'] 
le cours du septiemc, du sixieme, ou du cinqui&mc ? 
jour avant l’arrivee a Suez .. ., .. J 

Lorsque le deruier cas de cholera se sera produit dans 1 
le cours du quatrieme jour avant l’arrivee a Suez .. J 
Lorsque le dernier cas de cholera se sera produit dans "1 
le cours du troisieme jour avant 1’uvrivee a Suez .. J 
Lorsque le dernier cas de cholera se sera produit dans 1 
le cours du deuxieme jour avant l’arrivee a Suez .. J 
Lorsque le dernier cas de eho!6ra se sera produit un \ 
jour avant l’arrivee a Suez . . .. .. j 


L’obseivation sera de 24 a 48 lieures. 

L’observation sera de 2 a 3 joins. 

L’observation seia de 3 a 4 jours. 
L’observation sera de 4 a 5 jours. 
L’observation sera de 5 jours. 


We agreed to accept this for submission to Her Majesty’s Government, and we then 
proceeded to deal, as far as we were able in formal Conference, with the points raised in 
your Lordship's telegram of the 27th May, 1892. 

This telegram states (I) that the draft Article 3 forwarded by us gives “ no informa¬ 
tion as to the fate of healthy persons on board the infected ship.” 

We are not quite clear as to the meaning of this, except in so far as any ambiguity 
on this point may be due to an insufficient definition in Article 3 of the term “ suspects.” 
Apart from the “ suspects,” the Article gives no one any power of control over “ healthy 
personsand it is provided in the last section* but two of the Article that, apart from 
“ses malades et ses suspects,” the vessel is free to sail directly it has completed its 
disinfection. 

As to the precise meaning of “ suspects,” we had already expressed dissatisfaction at 
mere explanations that had been tendered to us, and Mr. Phipps had already undertaken 
to raise the point anew. Fortified, therefore, by your Lordship’s telegram, we asked that 
the term should be clearly defined. This was acceded to, and, the definition having been 
made, we gained the further point that the medical officer on board should be the one to 
decide who were “ suspects ” under that definition. “ Ces personnes, seulement,” continues 
the paragraph, “ seront considere'es corame suspectes.” 

The definition, which will be brought in after the reference to the sworn declaration by 
the doctor on board as to the “ partie ou compartiment ” of the vessel in which the sick 
“auront ete transpoitds” in § 3, subhead (c), p. 3, of the new draft, will run thusf :— 

“ 11 ddclarera egalernent sous serment quelles sont les personnes qui auront occupe la 
partie ou le compartiment du navire et la section de fhopital dans lesquels le ou les 
malades auront dte transposes. Ces personnes, seulement, seront considerees commc 
suspectes .” 

This, vc trust, will meet your Lordship’s objection as to the former definition of 
“ suspects ” being too loose. It also avoids leaving the decision as to who are “ suspects ” 
to the Egyptian officer. 

These are the essential points as to which any further interim agreement has been 
come ; and, owing to the fact that M. Barrere is compelled to leave for Munich, the 
Conference is adjourned until Saturday, the 4th June. This adjournment comes 
opportunely, for we have reached a stage at which our French colleagues seem to think 
that we ask for one concession one day, simply in order to point out on another day 
that the concession previously granted involves a further one; indeed, we are, according 
to them, “ jamais satisfaits.” 

Jo-morrow (Sunday, 29th) and next day (30th) M. Proust and I have undertaken to 
examine the Annexes to the Convention, to see how far modifications will be necessary in 
them by reason of the changes made in Article 3, with a view of submitting any such 
modifications to the next meeting of the Conference on Saturday morning, the 4th June. 

It would be a very great help to us in this matter if Mr. Farnall, who has such 
detailed knowledge of the terms and significance of these Annexes, would kindly be prepared 
to consider them with us next week in their bearing on the new draft Article 3. 

It is our intention, unless w T e hear to the contrary, to be in England on Wednesday 
and Thursday, the 1st and 2nd June, when wc shall be at your Lordship’s service with a 
view to receiving further instructions, and to offering any needed explanations. 

* This section lias since undergone a modification due to the defining of the “ suspects.’’ 
t Subject to possible slight modification which the French language may dictate 
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During these two days we have undertaken to bring under your Lordship’s notice the 
view of M. Barr&re and Count Kuefstein as to the desirability of not raising the question 
of the meaning of the term “ l’Extreme-Orient ” in the heading to Article 3. 

We explained to the Conference that, unlike our French colleagues, we were not in 
the habit of speaking of Asia Minor, Palestine, &c., in connection with cholera, as the east 
(l’Orient), but as “ the Levant,” and that our “ East” practically meant east of the Red Sea. 
The French, on the other hand, use the adjective “ Extreme,” as indicating any place east 
of the shores of the Red Sea. 

We pressed that, “ l’Extreme-Orient ” being difficult of intelligent translation into 
English, should be defined as “ au dela du d’etroit de Bab-el-Mandeb,” so as to include 
Aden as well as Bombay, and this was at first willingly assented to. 

But it was afterwards put to us that if such a definition were introduced, Italy would 
almost certainly contend that, whilst the Conference was taking special precautions to 
secure an immunity for the ports of English possessions in the East, it was doing this in 
such away as to exclude Italy’s African possessions from any similar advantage; and 
M. Barr&re begged us to submit to your Lordship that “ l’Extreme-Orient ” is so understood 
as necessarily to include everything east of the Red Sea. In case a definition should still 
be pressed, he would prefer a different one to that first named, that is to say, one which 
merely declared that the ports of British India were included in the term “ l’Extreme- 
Orient.” 

I may add that, as in the case of my former “ unofficial ” letter, so as regards this one, 
it has been read by Mr. Phipps, who has expressed his concurrence in it. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) R. THORNE THORNE. 


No. 150. 

Question asked in the House of Commons, May 30,1892. 

Dr. Tanner ,—To ask the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs whether he will lay 
upon the Table the Protocols submitted by the British Government to the International 
Sanitary Conference at Venice, and the Protocols and Report of the Conference. 


Answer. 

Negotiations in connection with the matters discussed at the International Sanitary 
Conference are still proceeding, and until they are concluded it would be very undesirable 
to lay the papers asked for. 


No. 151. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps. 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office , May 30, 1892. 

COMMUNICATE to Sir T. Sutherland progress of negotiations as to Venice 
Conference. He will probably call upon you. 


No. 152. 

The Marquis of Salishiry to Sir T. Sutherland. 

(Telegraphic.) Foreign Office , May 30, 1892, 6’45 P.M. 

PLEASE put yourself in communication with Mr. Phipps, at the Embassy, with 
reference to Suez Canal quarantine negotiations, if you have time. 


[501] 
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No. 153. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—‘(Received May 31.) 

(No. 6. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 30,1892 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s telegrams of 
the 27th and 28th instants relative to questions arising at the Paris Sanitary Conference. 

The points raised by your Lordship have been the subject of careful consideration by 
Dr. Thorne and myself, as well as of discussion in the Conference sitting of Saturday, 
the 28th instant. 

Your Lordship first inquired whether “ Extreme-Orient ” was inclusive of Bombay. 

When we first admitted that expression, we did so in order to define beyond all 
question that the Rules were to be applicable to vessels proceeding from beyond the Red 
Sea in the Mediterranean direction. 

In French the term “ Extreme-Orient ” is understood to include the east of the Red 
Sea, and, therefore, of course, the whole of British India. 

On Saturday, we were induced to abandon any idea of altering that expression to, 
for instance, “ au dela du detroit de Bab-el-Mandeb,” by an observation of Count Kuefstein 
(who is disposed to regard himself as sometvhat representing the interests of the Powers 
who have no Delegate at Paris), that it might raise an objection on the part of Italy as 
regards its African ports. 

Your Lordship then inquired who will determine whether it is necessary for 
passengers to leave a ship in order that it may be properly disinfected. 

We were unable to achieve that the medical officers on board should determine that 
point. The powers here accorded to them were regarded as being very extensively 
enlarged, and no further concession on that point could be achieved. 

Your Lordship’s telegram of 5’25 p.h. on the 27th instant sought at insuring a less 
loose definition of the term “ suspects.” 

This we have insured, as your Lordship will observe in the accompanying revised 
draft Rules. 

“ Suspects ” are those still healthy persons who are regarded with suspicion as having 
occupied or frequented the portion or compartment of the vessel, and the section of the 
hospital ward in which the choleraic sick may have been transported. 

A clear definition is also supplied of what precisely constitutes the word “ portion.” 

In your Lordship’s telegram of Saturday night, you explained that your question in 
the preceding telegram referred, not to the persons who have to leave the ship for a few 
hours that it may be disinfected, but to the persons whom the ship must abandon if she is 
to be allowed to go through in quarantine. 

I trust that now it will be rendered clear to your Lordship that no ship is forced to 
abandon any persons except actual cholera patients. A ship, in order to avoid a term of 
observational detention, may leave behind such persons as may have been in defined 
contact with those patients, but if the term of detention, prescribed by the sliding scale, be 
a brief one, the ship will probably, if they are passengers, wait for them. If they be left 
behind, their fate is a less hard one, as regards treatment, than they would have undergone 
under the Venice Rules. 

Finally, I venture to express a hope that the Comparative Table which 1 have now the 
honour to inclose, and which has been very carefully drawn up by Dr. Thorne, will 
convince your Lordship that, since the Conference sitting of the 28th instant, a 
considerable advance beyond the Venice Conference has been made in the matter of 
interfering with healthy persons. I also have the honour to inclose the draft Rules 
again revised since the Conference sitting of the 28 th instant, which, I fear, must be 
regarded as embodying the extreme limit of concession obtainable. 

I venture to add that the French Technical Delegates informed Dr. Thorne that they 
had consulted their Government, and that no further concessions could be granted except 
at a future Conference and after a lapse of some years, and even then such good terms 
would be unattainable if a prevalence of cholera should intervene. 

M. Ribot also stated to me privately yesterday that he feared that, if we did not now- 
come to an agreement, it would be impossible to call together a third Conference. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H, PHIPPS. 
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Inclosure 1 in No. 153. 
Navires Ineectes. Article 3. 


Summary Table showing Principal Points of Contrast and Resemblance between the 
Results of the Venice Conference, 1891, and the Results of the Paris Conference (up 
to May 28), 1892. 

Vessels without either a Doctor or Means op Disinfection. 


Results of the Venice Conference, 1891. 


(a.) The actual cholera sick to be disembarked and 
removed to hospital. 

(i.) The linen, clothing, kc., of passengers and crew 
to be disinfected. 

(c.) The vessel to be disinfected. 

(d.) All the other passengers to be regarded as 
suspect, to bo disembarked, isolated in groups, 
and kept under observation. 


Results of the Paris Conference (up to 28th Mav), 
1892. 


(a.) The same 

(?>.) Ditto. 

(e.) Ditto. 
(<•/.) Ditto. 


(e.) These passengers to be detained at Moses’ 'Wells 
for a period of five days. This period of 
detention may be reduced at the discretion of 
the local authority. 


(e.) These passengers to be detained at Moses’ Wells 
for a period varying, under a sliding scale, 
from forty-eight hours to five days. The con¬ 
ditions controlling these shorter detentions are 
no longer at the discretion of the local authority, 
but arc strictly defined. 


Vessels witii a Doctor and Means of Disinfection. 


(n.) The actual cholera sick to be disembarked and 
removed to hospital. 

(b.) The linen, clothing, kc., of passengers and crew 
to be disinfected. 


(c.) The vessel is to be disinfected. This disinfection 
may, in the case of postal-vessels and of troop¬ 
ships, be limited to certain portions of the 
vessel; but this is only at the discretion of the 
local authority. 

(d.) All the rest of the passengers to be detained 
under observation at Moses’ Wells, unless in 
the case of postal-vessels and troop-sbips; the 
number to be thus disembarked and detained 
be limited. Any such limitation to be at the 
discretion of the local authority. 


(«.) All persons on board are regarded as “ suspects ” 
unless the local authority chooses to decide, in 
the case of postal-vessels and troop-ships, that 
the number may be limited to those who have 
occupied certain undefined parts of the vessel 
only. 


(a.) The same; but it is the doctor on board who is to 
decide who are the persons actually suffering 
from cholera. 

(/'.) The same ; but the process may be carried out on 
board. If cholera has appeared only among tlio 
crew, the linen, &c., of the crow only to be 
disinfected. 

(c.) Only limited and strictly-defined portions of the 
vessel need be disinfected, and the doctor on 
lio.u d N to decide which are such portions. 
No definition of a vessel for disinfection purposes 
can exceed twenty-four hours. 

(</.) No passengers other than cholera patients need be 
lauded for observation. No quitting of the 
vessel to bo compulsory except when necessary 
for disinfecting a special portion of the vessel. 
Even then the people in question can go on 
board a ship alongside; they have the right to 
return to their vessel within twenty-four hours 
at the outside, and if they should be landed, they 
will be placed for the same number of hours in. 
a building distinct from the cholera hospital. 

(<>.) No one to be regarded as among the “ suspects,’* 
and to be dealt with as such, except those whom, 
the doctor on board declares to have occupied 
the same part of tlio vessel us the cholera, 
patients, and such part of the vessel is strictly 
limited under a definition. 











Results of the Venice Conference, 1891. 


( f.) The detention under observation of the “ sus¬ 
pects” at Moses’ Wells is to last five days, 
unless the period be diminished at the dis¬ 
cretion of the local sanitary authority. 


(']■) The vessel shall, after completing its disinfection, 
be allowed to pass the Canal in quarantine if 
it abandons its “suspects” as well as its 
cholera patients. 


N.B.—According to the Report of Mr. Lowther and Dr. Mackie (31.st January, 1892), only two out of a 
total of 1G,491 vessels would, during the preceding five years, have come witkiu any of these restrictions as 
being “navircs infectes;” and Mr. Mieville’s Table of 15th December, 1891, shows that even as regards these 
two vessels the detention for disinfection and for the limited number of “ suspects ” under observation combined 
could not have exceeded “ 24 a 48 heures,” and might have been further reduced by the local authority. 

Inclosure 2 in No. 153. 

(b.) Navires avec Medecins et Apparcils de Disinfection ( e'tuves ). 

LES navires avec medecins et etuves seront arretes aux Sources de Moise. 

Le mddecin du bord ddclarera sous serment quelles sont les personncs 5 bord atteintes 
de cholera ou clc diarrhee clioleriforme. Ces malades seront debarques et isoles. 

Apres le ddbarquement de ces malades, le lingc sale du rcste des passagers et 
de l’dquipage subira la desinfection a bord. 

Le medecin du bord indiquera aussi sous serment la partie ou le compartiment 
du navire et la section de l’hdpital dans lesquels le ou les malades auront ete transportes. 

II declarera egalement sous serment quelles sont les personnes qui auront occupd la 
partie ou le compartiment du navire et la section de Phopital dans lesquels le ou les 
malades auront ete transportes. Ces personnes, seulement, seront considerees comme 
“ suspectes.” 

La partie ou le compartiment du navire et la section de l’hbpital dans lesquels lc ou 
les malades auront ete transports seront completement desinfectes. On entend par partie 
du navire la cabinc du malade, les cabines ^attenantes, le couloir de ces cabines, le pont, 
les parties du pont sur lesquels le ou les malades auraient sejourne. 

Lorsquc le cholera se sera montre exclusivement dans l’equipage, la disinfection 
du linge ne portera que sur le linge sale de l’iquipage et le linge des postes de l’dquipage. 

S’il est impossible de de'sinfecter la partie ou le compartiment du navire qui a 
ete occupe par les personnes atteintes du cholera ou de diarrhie choleriforme sans 
debarqucr les personnes logees dans cette partie ou ce compartiment, ces personnes seront 
ou places sur un autre navire specialement affecte a cet usage ou dibarquis et loges dans 
I’etablisseinent Sanitaire prevu dans l’Annexe I de la Convention sous le titre:— 

“ Organisation de la surveillance et de la desinfection 5 Suez et aux Sources de Moise,” 
sans contact avec les malades, lesquels seront places dans l’hopital. La durie de ce sejour 
sur le navire ou a terre pour la disinfection sera aussi courtc que possible et n’excidera 
pas vingt-quatre heures. 

Ces personnes completeront. la duree de I’observation soit sur leur batiment, soit 
sur le navire affecte a cet usage, d’apres le tableau suivant. 

Lorsque le dernier cas de cholera se sera produit dans le cours du septiime, du sixiirae, 
ou du cinqiime jour avant l’arrivie a Suez, l’observation sera de vingt-quatre a quarante- 
huit heures. 

S’il s’est produit dans le cours du quatrieme jour avant l’arrivee a Suez I’observation 
sera de deux a trois jours. 

S’il s’est produit dans le cours du troisieme jour avant l’arrivie 4 Suez, l’observation 
sera de trois 4 quatre jours. 


Results of the Paris Conference (up to 28th May), 
1892. 


(/.) The detention of the limited number of “ suspects ” 
may be either on the vessel itself or on a ship 
alongside. It will vary, according to a second 
sliding scale, from a period of “ 24 a 48 heures ” 
to “cinq jours,” according to the date of the 
occurrence of the last case of cholera; even 
these diminished periods of detention may be 
further reduced at the discretion of the local 
sanitary authority. 

Any detention of the ^ cssel for disinfecting pur¬ 
poses is to be included in the period for the 
detention under observation. 

(,</.) Hie vessel shall, after completing its disinfection, 
which is not to exceed twenty-four hours in 
duration, be allowed to pass the Canal in 
quarantine, if it abandons its “ suspects ” (as 
limited by definition under e ) as well as its 
cholera patients. 


S’il s’est produit dans le cours du deuxi&me jour avant l’arrivde a Suez, l’observation 
sera de quatre a cinq jours. 

S’il s’est produit un jour avant l’arrivde 4 Suez, l’observation sera de cinq jours. 

Le temps pris par les operations de desinfection est compris dans la dur6e de 
1’observation. 

Le passage en quarantaine pourra etre accorde avant l’expiration des delais indiques 
dans le tableau ci-dessus, si l’aulorite Sanitaire le juge possible; il sera, en tous cas, accorde 
lorsque la desinfection aura ete accomplie si le navire abandonne outre ses malades, 
les personnes indiquecs ci-dessus comme “ suspectes.” 

One etuve placde sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus 
rapides les operations de desinfection. 

Les navires infectes demandant a obtenir la libre pratique enEgypte sont reteims cinq 
jours aux “ Sources de Moise,” 4 compter du dernier cas survenu a bord. 


No. 154, 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 1, noon.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Paris, June 1, 1892, 10'20 A.M. 

, . SIR THOMAS SUTHERLAND will state his views about the amended Regulations 
at the Foreign Office on the 9th. He had but few criticisms to make. 


No. 155. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir A. Paget. 

(No. 26. Commercial.) 

Sir, . Foreign Office, June 1, 1892. 

I HAVE received your despatch No. 49, Commercial, of the 24th ultimo, regarding 
the manner in which the Signatory Powers of the Sanitary Convention of Venice might be 
placed in possession of any Agreement which might be come to by the Governments of 
Great Britain, Austria-Hungary, and France for the amendment of that Convention. In 
reply, I have to state that Her Majesty’s Government are unable to express an opinion on 
this point until the result of the negotiations now proceeding at Paris is known. 

I am, &c. 

(Signed) SALISBURY. 


No. 150. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 2.) 

(No. 7. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, May 31, 1892. 

IN compliance with your Lordship’s telegram of last evening I had this morning an 
interview with Sir Thomas Sutherland, when I informed him of the progress of the 
negotiations, and showed to him the Rules agreed upon at the last Conference meeting. 

Sir Thomas, while agreeing that a considerable advance has in many respects been 
achieved in those Rules, criticized them in two respects pending a more careful examination 
of their provisions. 

He objects to the introduction of the words "choleraic diarrhoea,” a term which is 
not found in the Venice Rules. 

I pointed out to him that a term even more elastic was employed in the Venice 
Rules—“ les malades; ” and that the local authority under it might have designated any 
persons suffering from bowel complaints as being "malades.” Now, the ship’s doctor who 
had watched the cases on board would have the sole power of deciding whether such 
persons were actually suffering from choleraic symptoms. 

I said that in any ea^e neither Dr. Thorne nor I could succeed in securing the 
elimination of the term he objected to, and that I believed Dr. Thorne was convinced of 
the necessity of retaining it. 

[DClj 2 T 
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Sir Thomas further observed that no postal vessel could possibly wait more than 
twenty-four hours for any persons undergoing either observation or disinfection, 

I replied that under the eleventh paragraph of heading ( b ), the captain of a ship had 
the same power as under the Venice Rules of proceeding in quarantine without them, and 
that both their position and their chance of having to undergo a prolonged detention was 
in many respects ameliorated. 

When I left Sir T. Sutherland after a second interview, it was with the impression 
that he considered the relaxations secured at Paris as outweighing the objections which he 
had put forward. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 


No. 157. 

Mr, Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 5.) 

(No. 7 a, Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, June 4, 1892. 

WE venture to express a hope that the modifications which we have insured in 
Article 3 ( b ) of the “ R&glements pour le Cholera ” will have met the objections which 
were expressed by your Lordship in the interview which you did us the honour of having 
with us at the Foreign Office on the 2nd instant. 

Your Lordship’s first objection had to do with the wording of Article 3 (6), § 4, 
where the words “ occupi la partie ou le compartiinent ” ... . were considered too vague 
as a definition controlling the question as to whether persons were to be held to be 
“ suspectes ” or not. 

We debated this point for over an hour, and at last the paragraph dealing with it was 
altered as follows :— 

“II declarera egalement, sous serment, quelles sont les personnes qui ont ite cn 
rapport avec le cholerique, soit par des contacts directs, suit par^ des contacts avec des 
objets capables de transmettre l’infection. Cc-s personnes settlement seront considerees 
comme suspectes.” 

The definition of “ suspects ” being no longer governed by the occupation of a portion 
of the vessel, but being now distinctly limited to those who have been in actual contact 
with infected persons or infected things, the great objection which your Lordship had as to 
possible disembarkation for a few hours for the purposes of disinfecting a part of the 
vessel appeared to us to be practically removed. Indeed, persons may now have even 
occupied cabins contiguous to the cholera patient, and yet not be regarded, ipso facto, as 
“suspectes.” 

On dealing with the next point, our colleagues opposed an insuperable difficulty to the 
erasure of the whole of the section at the top of p. 4 as to the disembarkation of certain 
persons for purposes of disinfecting the vessel, whenever it was found impossible to perform 
this operation properly, so long as they were on board. 

They contended that “ personnes suspectes ” under the fresh definition were indi¬ 
viduals who had actually come into contact with infected persons or infected things ; hence, 
that the mingling of such persons with others in a different part of the vessel, during the 
process of disinfection, must necessarily bring about conditions favourable to the further 
spread of the disease. Hence, when it was really impossible to perform the disinfection of 
the infected “ partie ou compartiment ” without such risk, these “ suspects ” ought to be 
disembarked pending the operation. 

We then stated that, instead of disembarking “ les personnes logics dans cette partie 
ou ce compartiinent,” any such action must be limited to “ les personnes declarers sus¬ 
pectes, ” according to the new and restricted definition. This was, after lengthened 
discussion, assented to. 

The only other alteration of importance had to do with the power of abandoning this 
limited number of “ suspects ” in case the vessel could not stay. Thus, a vessel might 
not choose to be detained at Suez under observation merely because a person who had been 
in actual attendance on a cholera patient wanted to remain on board or return to the 
vessel. The alteration effected shows that, under certain circumstances, the " autorite du 
bord,” obviously the captain, will have a right to proceed in quarantine, immediately the 
disinfection is completed, without any breach of contract with such a person left behind. 

We beg leave to inclose a copy of Article 3, amended in accordance with the 
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arrangements arrived at to-day, and we trust the Article will now meet with your Lordship’s 
approval. 

The Conference meets again on Tuesday, the 7th instant. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 


Inclosure in No. 157. 

Convention Sanitaihe Internationale de Venise. 
Annexe IV. 

Reglements Sanitaires Spkciaux. 


j Reglement contre le Cholera pour les Provenances de VExtreme-Orient.* 

ARTICLE I. 

Navires Indemnes. —Tout navire indemne, quelle que soit la nature de sa patente, qui 
n’a pas eu 5 bord, au moment du depart ou pendant la traversee, de cas de cholera, est 
admis irnmediatement h la libre pratique apies visite medicale favorable. Dans aucun cas 
cette disposition ne peut etre appliquee it un navire porteur de pilerins. 

ARTICLE II. 

Navires Suspects. —C’est-ii-dire ayant eu des cas de cholera au moment du dipart on 
pendant la traversee, mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront traites 
d’une fagon differente suivant qu’ils ont ou n’ont pas a bord un medecin et un appaieil it 
disinfection (etuve). 

(a.) Les navires ayant un medecin et un appareil de disinfection (ituve) remplissant 
les conditions voulues seront admis it passer le Canal de Suez cn quarantaine dans les 
conditions du Riglemcnt pour le transit. 

(J>.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medecin ni l’appareil de de'sinfection 
(etuve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiter en quarantaine, rctc-nus aux Sources de Moise, 
pendant lc temps necessairc pour operer la disinfection du linge sale, du linge de corps, et 
autres objets susceptiblcs, et s’assurer de l’itat sanitaire du navire. 

S’il s’agit d’un navire postal ou d’un paquebot specialcmcnt aflecte au transport des 
voyageurs, sans appareil do dcsinfoction (etuve), mais ayant un medecin it bord si 
1’autorite locale a l’assurancc, par unc constatation officiolle, que les rnesures d’assainisse- 
ment et de disinfection ont ete convcnablement pratiquies, soit au point du depart, soit 
pendant la traversee, le passage en quarantaine sera accorde. 

S’il s’agit de navires postaux ou de paquebots spicialement affectes au transport des 
voyageurs, sans l’appareil de disinfection (ituve), mais ayant un midecin it bord, si le 
dernier cas de cholira remonte ii plus de quatorze jours, et si 1 etat du naviie est satis- 
faisant, la libre pratique pourra etre donnee it Suez, lorsque les operations de disinfection 
seront terminies. 

Pour les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours, les passagers a desti¬ 
nation de l’Egypte seront dibarquis aux Sources de Moise et isolis pendant vingt-quatre 
heures, et leur linge sale et leurs effets ii usage disinfectis. Us recevront alors la libre 

^ Les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours et demandant it obtenir la 
libre pratique en Egypte sont egalement retenus pendant vingt-quatre heures aux Sources 

de Moise, * 

Lorsque le cholera se montrera exclusivement dans l’iquipage, la disinfection ne 
portera que sur le linge sale de l’iquipage, mais sur tout le linge sale de 1 iquipage, et 
s’etendra aux postes d’habitation de 1’equipage. 

* N.B._On eatend par Provenances de l'Extreme- Orient, telles originaires d au dela du detroit de Bab-el~ 

Mandeb. 
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ARTICLE III. 

Navires Infecte's. —C’est-a-dire ayant du cholera a bord ou ayant presente des cas 
nouveaux de cholefa depuis sept jours. 11s se divisent en navires sans medecin et sans 
appareil de disinfection (etuve) et navires avec midecin et appareil de disinfection 
(dtuve). 

(a.) Les navires sans medecin et sans appareil cle de'sinfection {etuve) seront arrites 
aux Sources de Moise, les personnes atteintes de cholira ou de diarrhie choliriforme 
debarquies et isolees dans un h6pital. La disinfection sera pratiquie d’une fagon complete. 
Les autres passagers seront dibarques et isoles par groupes aussi peu nombreux que 
possible, de maniire h ce que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire d’un groupe particulier, si le 
cholira venait h se developper. Le linge sale, les objets en usage, les vitements de 
l’equipage et des passagers seront disinfectes ainsi que le navire. 

II est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du diehargement des marchandises, mais 
seulement de la disinfection dc la partic du navire qui a iti infectie. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours a l’itablissement des Sources de Moise; lorsque les 
cas de cholira remonteront 5 plusieurs jours, la durie de risolement sera diminuie. Cette 
durie variera selon l’ipoque de l’apparition du dernier cas. 

Ainsi, lorsque le dernier cas se sera produit depuis sept jours la durie de l’observation 
sera de quarante-huit heures; s’il s’est produit depuis six jours l’observation sera de trois 
jours, s’il s’est produit depuis cinq jours l’observation sera de quartre jours, s’il s’est 
produit depuis moins de cinq jours l’obscrvation sera de cinq jours. 

(&.) Navires avec Me'decins et Appareil de De'sinfection ( e'tuves ).—Les navires avec 
medecins at etuves seront arretis aux Sources de Moise. 

Le medecin du bord declarcra sous serment quelles sont les personnes a bord atteintes 
de cholira ou de diarrhee choleriforme. Ces malades seront dibarques et isolis. 

Apris le dibarquement de ces malades, le linge sale du reste des passagers et de 
l’iquipage subira la disinfection a bord. 

Le medecin du bord indiquera aussi, sous serment, la partie ou le compartiment du 
navire et la section de Phopital dans lesquels le ou les malades auront ete transportis. II 
declarera igalement, sous serment, quelles sont les personnes qui uvuout eeeepe la partie eu 
le eempartitueut du ua^ire et la seetieu de i’kwpital daus lesquels le eu les malades aureut ete 
ten s p e r tes qui ont ete' en rapport avec le chole'rique, soit par des contacts directs, soit par 
des contacts avec des objets capables de transmettre Vinfection. Ces personnes seulement 
seront considiries comme “ suspect.es .” 

La partie ou le compartiment du navire ct la section de l’hdpital dans lesquels le ou 
les malades auront ite transportis seront complitemcnt desinfectis. On enteud par 
“partie du navire” la cabine du malade, les cabines attenantes, le couloir de ces cabines, 
le pont, les parties du pont sur lesquels le ou les malades auraient sijourni 

*Lorsque le cbolira se sera montri exclusivement dans l’iquipage la disinfection du 
linge ne portera que surle linge sale de l’iquipage et le linge des postes de l’iquipage. 

S’il est impossible de desinfecter la partie ou le compartiment du navire qui a ite 
occupi par les personnes atteintes du cholira ou de diarrhie choliriforme sans dibarquer 
les personnes legee9 daus eette partie eu ee eetupartimeut de'clarees suspectes, ces personnes 
seront ou placies sur un autre navire spicialcment affecti it cet usage, ou debarquees et 
logies daus ritablissement Sanitaire, prevu dans 1’Annexe I de la Convention sous le litre : 
Organisation de la surveillance ct de la de'sinfection d Suez et aux Sources de Moise, sans 
contact avec les malades, lesquels seront places dans Phopital. 

La duree de ce sijour sur le navire ou a terre pour la disinfection sera aussi courte 
que possible et n’excedera pas vingt-quatre heures. 

Ces per&euues eerupietereut lu durie de 1’ suspects sub iron t line observation, soit sur lcur 
Mtiment, soit sur le navire affecti a cet usage, d’epres le tableau euwaut: la duree de cette 
observation variera selon le Tableau suivant: 

Lorsque le dernier cas de cholera so sera produit dans" 
lc cours du septic me, du sixiemc, ou du cinquieme 
jour avant l’arriv&c ii Suez .. .. .. 

S’il s’est produit dans le cours du quatri&me jour avaut 
l’arrivee a Suez 

S’il s’est produit daus le cours du troisieme jour avant 
l’an ivee a Suez .. .. .. ., 

S’il s’est produit dans le cours du deuxieme jour avant 
l’arrivec a Suez 

S’il s’est produit un jour avaut l’amvic a Suez .. L’observation sera de 5 jours. 


j> L’observation sera de 24 a 48 heures. 

| L’observation sera de 2 a 13 joui s. 

| L’obseivation sera de 3 a 4 jours, 

1 L’observation sera de 4 a 5 jours. 


* This paragraph will now come after the third paragraph so as to preserve the proper sequence of subjects. 
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Le temps pris par les operations de diseinfection est compris dans la durie de 
l’observation. 

Le passage en quarantaine pourra etre accordi avant l’expiration des delais indiques 
dans le Tableau ci-dessus si l’autorite Sanitaire le juge possible; il sera en tout cas 
accordi lorsque la disinfection aura iti accomplie, si le wro abandonne , eetre ees malad es, 
les Vautorite' du bord de'cide que ces personnes indiquies ci-dessus comme “suspectes” 
seront abandonne'es. 

Une ituve placie sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus 
rapides les operations de disinfection. 

Les navires infectes demandant a obtenir la libre pratique en Egypte sont retenus 
cinq jours aux Sources de Moise, a compter du dernier cas survenu & bord. 

ARTICLE IV. 

* * * * * # 


No. 158. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Phipps. 

(Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Foreign Office, June 6, 1892, 4’30 p.m. 

The term “ suspects,” as defined in your despatch No. 7 of the 4th instant, is much 
more satisfactory: it may be accepted; but as the definition is now drafted, it might be 
taken to include among the “ suspects ” persons who had been in contact with the 
choleraic sick before the disease appeared. Something must be added to show that the 
“ rapport ” is “ rapport ” after the disease appeared. 

The alteration in the last paragraph but two of the inclosure in your despatch will not 
touch a right of action on the part of the “ suspects” against the Navigation Company in 
the event of the “ suspect ” being left behind, and is of doubtful value. Unless notice has 
been given to the “suspect” on taking his passage, he will retain the right of action. 
The words added in the draft you send may, however, cause misconception, although they 
he ineffective. It would be better to leave the paragraph without the proposed alteration. 


No. 159. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 7.) 

(Telegraphic.) P. Paris, June 7, 1892. 

YOUR Lordship’s telegram of yesterday. 

Clause last but two will stand as printed. We have inserted “ after the first 
appearance of the disease ” in the fourth paragraph of {b), thus amending the definition of 
“ suspects.” 

We are sending a despatch by post. 

Unless I hear to the contrary, I propose to sign a Minute on Thursday, recording the 
results arrived at. 


No. 160. 

Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 8.) 

(No. 9. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, June 7, 1892. 

AT the Conference sitting this morning, the only modifications introduced into 
Article 36 (as previously amended) were in accordance with the suggestions contained in 
your Lordship’s telegram of yesterday. 

In what is now the 5th paragraph (beginning “le medecin”), the following words are 
inserted after “ choleriquc ” in the 5th line: “ depuis la premiere manifestation de la 
maladie.” 
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This will insure that the te rapport ” with the cholera patient, by which a person is 
rendered “ suspect,” will have been only subsequent to the manifestation of the disease. 

In the paragraph last but two, the words run as printed in the copy of the Annexe 
transmitted in our previous despatch. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 

P-8*— 1 have the honour to inclose a printed copy of the whole of Annexes I, II. 

. V» and V, as modified up to the 4th instant. The additional alterations made to-day 
are inserted in writing, with a foot-note as to alterations which will now be necessary in 
Annexe V. 

E. C. H. P. 


Inclosure in No. 160. 

Contention Sanitaire Internationale de Venise. 


Modifications introduces dans les Reglements Annexes d la Convention. 


Annexe I. 

* * * * 


Organisation de la Surveillance et de la De'sinfection a Sues et aux Sources de Moise. 

****** 


PA station de disinfection et d’isolement des Sources de Moise comprendra: — 

1. Trois etuves a disinfection, dont une sera placee sur un ponton; 

,. ^ hopital d’isolement de douze fits pour les personnes atteintes de cholera ou d 

diarrhee choliriforme. Get hopital sera dispose de f'agon k ce que ces malades, les homme 
et ies iemmes soient isolbs les uns des autres; 

P es batiments, ou des tentes-hdpital ou des tentes ordinaires pour les personnes 
debarquees non comprises dans le paragraphe precedent. 

4. Des baignoires et des douclies-lavage en nombre suffisant; 

o. Les batiments necessaires pour les services communs, le personnel midical, les 
gardes, &c., un magasin, une buanderie; 

6. Un reservoir d’eau; 

7. Ces divers batiments seront disposes de telle fa 9 on qu’il n’y ait pas de contact 
possible entre les malades, les objets infcctes ou suspects, et les autres personnes. 


Annexe II. 

****** 


Annexe III. 

Composition , Attributions, et Fonctionnement du Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime , et 

Quarantenaire d’Fgypte. 

(Decret, Arrite, Rbglement General.) 

****** 


Article 32 (ex 37). 

Si, pendant la durie de l’isolement des personnes debarquees, un nouveau cas douteux 
ou confirm^ de cholera se produit parmi les personnes isolees, la duree de Pisolement 
recommence pour le groupe de personnes restees eh communication avec la personne 
atteinte. 

Article 35 (ex 40). 

*##### 


Annexe IV. 

Reglements Sanitaires Speciatjx. 


Reglements contre le Cholera. 

ARTICLE I. 

Navires Indemnes .—Tout navire indemne, quelle que soit la nature de sa patente, qui 
n’a pas eu a bord, au moment du depart ou pendant la traversee, de cas de cholera, est 
admis immediatement k la fibre pratique aprbs visite medicale favorable. Dans aucun cas 
cette disposition ne peut itre appliqube a un navire porteur de pblerins. 

ARTICLE II. 

Navires Suspects. —C’est-a-dire ayant eu des cas de cholera au moment du dipart ou 
pendant la traversee mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront traites 
d’une faqon differente suivant qu’ils ont ou n’ont pas a bord un medecin et un appareil a 
desinfection (etuve). 

(a.) Les navires ayant un medecin et un appareil de desinfection (e'tuve) remplissant 
les conditions voulues seront admis a passer le Canal de Suez en quarantaine dans les 
conditions du reglement pour le transit. 

(&.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medecin ni l’appareil de desinfection 
(ituve) seront, avant d’etre admis a transiter en quarantaine, retenus aux Sources 
de Moise, pendant le temps niccssaire pour opbrer la disinfection du linge sale, du linge 
de corps, et autres objets susceptiblcs, et s’assurer de I’etat sanitaire du navire. 

S’il s’agit d’uti navire postal ou d’un paquebot specialement affecte au transport des 
voyageurs, sans appareil de disinfection (etuve), mais ayant un medecin k bord, si 
l’autorite locale a l’assurance, par une constatation ofHciclle, que les mesures d’assainisse- 
ment et de desinfection ont ete convenablcmcnt pratiquees, soit au point du depart, soit 
pendant la traversee, le passage en quarantaine sera accorde. 

S’il s’agit de navires postaux oil de paquebots specialement affectes au transpoit des 
voyageurs, sans l’appareil de desinfection (etuve), mais ayant un medecin k bord; si le 
dernier cas de cholera remonte a plus de quatorze jours et si l’etat du navire est satis- 
faisant, la fibre pratique pourra etre donnde a Suez, lorsque les operations de disinfection 
seront terminies. 

Pour les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours, les passagers a 
destination de 1’ Rgypte seront dibarquis aux Sources de Moise et isolis pendant vingt- 
quatre heures, et leur linge sale et leurs eflfets h usage desinfectis. Us recevront alors la 
fibre pratique. 

Les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours et demandant k obtenir la 
fibre pratique en Egypte sont egalement retenus pendant vingt-quatre heures aux Sources 
de Moise. 

Lorsque 1c cholira se montrera exclusivement dans l’iquipage, la disinfection ne 
portera que sur le linge sale de l’iquipage, mais sur tout le linge sale de l’iquipage, et 
s’itendra aux postes d’habitation de l’iquipage. 

ARTICLE III. 

Navires Infectes. —C’est-h-dire ayant du cholera it bord ou ayant presenti des C3S 
nouveaux de cholira depuis sept jours. Us se divisent en navires sans midecin et sans 
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appareil de disinfection (ituve) et navires avec midecin et appareil de disinfection 
(ituve). 

(a.) Les navires sans me'decin et sans appareil de disinfection ( e'tuve ) seront arretes 
aux Sources de Moise, les personnes atteintes de cholera ou de diarrhie choleriforme 
dibarquies et isolies dans un hdpital. La disinfection sera pratiquec d’une fagon 
complite. Les autres passagers seront debarquis et isoles par groupes aussi peu 
nombreux que possible, de maniire k ce que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire d’un groupe 
particular, si le cholira venait it se divelopper. Le linge sale, les objets k usage, les 
vetements de l’equipage et des passagers seront desinfectes ainsi que le navire. 

II est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du dicbargement des marchandises, mais 
seulement de la disinfection de la partie du navire qui a iti infectie. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours k l’itablissement des Sources de Moise; lorsque les 
cas de cholira remonteront k plusieurs jours, la durie de l’isolement sera diminuie. Cette 
durie variera selon l’ipoque de 1’apparition du dernier cas. 

Ainsi, lorsque le dernier cas se sera produit depuis sept jours la duree de l’observation 
sera de quarante huit heures; s’il s’est produit depuis six jours l’observation sera de trois 
jours, s’il s’est produit depuis cinq jours 1’observation sera de quatre jours, s’il s’est produit 
depuis moins de cinq jours l’observation sera de cinq jours. 

( b .) Navires avec Me'decins et Appareil de Disinfection (itlives). Les navires avec 
medecins et etuves seront arret is aux Sources de Moise. 

Le midecin du bord diclarera sous serment quelles sont les personnes a bord 
atteintes de cholira ou de diarrhee choliriforme. Ces malades seront dibarquis et 
isolis. 

Apres le dibarquement de ces malades, le linge sale du reste des passagers et de 
l’iquipage subira la disinfection k bord. 

Lorsque le cholira se sera montri exclusivement dans l’iquipage la disinfection du 
linge ne portera que sur le linge sale de l’equipage et le linge des postes de l’iquipage. 

Le midecin du bord indiquera aussi, sous serment, la partie ou le compartiment du 
navire et la section de l’hopital dans lesquels le ou 'les malades auront iti transportis. II 
diclarera egalement, sous serment, quelles sont les personnes qui ont ete en rapport avec 
le cholirique depuis la premiere manifestation de la mala die, soit par des contacts directs, 
soit par des contacts avec des objets capables de transmettre l’infection. Ces personnes 
seulement seront considiries comme “suspects.” 

La partie ou le compartiment du navire ct la section de l’hopital dans lesquels le ou 
les malades auront eti transportis seront completement disinfectis. On entend par 
<c partie du navire ” la cabine du malade, les cabines attenantes, le couloir de ces cabines, 
le pont, les parties du pont sur lesquels le ou les malades auraient sijourni. 

S’il est impossible de desinfecter la partie ou le compartiment du navire qui a eti 
occupe par les personnes atteintes du cholera ou de diarrhie choliriforme sans debarquer 
les personnes diclarees suspectes, ces personnes seront ou placies sur un autre navire 
spicialement affecte h cet usage, ou debarquies et logics dans l’itablissement Sanitaire, 
prevu dans l'Annexe I de la Convention sous le titre: Organisation de la surveillance et de 
la disinfection a Suez et aux Sources de Moise , sans contact avec les malades, lesquels 
seront places dans l’hbpital. 

La duree de ce sejoursurle navire ou k terre pour la disinfection sera aussi courte que 
possible et n’excedera pas vingt-quatre heures. 

Ces suspects subiront 1’observation, soit sur leur batirnent, soit sur le navire affecti a 
cet usage; la duree de cette observation variera selon le Tableau suivant:— 



Lorsque lc dernier cas de cholera so sera produit dans j 

le cours du septieme, du sixieme, ou du cinquieme >L’observation seia de 24 a 48 heures. 
jour avaut l’arrivee a Suez .. .. .. J 

S-iU’ost produit dans le cours du quatrieme jour avaut I L ^ observatioa scra de 2 a 3 j our3 . 

1 nrnvee a Suez .. ,. .. ., j J 

S'il s’est produit dans le cours du troisieme jour avaut 1 L , obgervation sfra fle 3 4 4 jouw . 

rarrivee a buez .. .. .. .. j J 

S’il s’est produit dans le cours du deuxieme jour avaut j L . ob(jervatioa sera de 4 a 5 jours . 

S’il s’est produit un jour avant l’arrivee a Suez .. L’observation sera de 5 jours. 


Le temps pris par les operations de disinfection est compris dans la durie de 
l’observation. 

Le passage en quarantaine pourra etre accordi avant l’expiration des dilais indiques 
dans le Tableau ci-dessus si l’autoriti Sanitaire le juge possible; il sera en tout cas 
accordi lorsque la disinfection aura iti accomplie, si 1’auterite du 4 *h 4 deeide que lee, le 
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navire abandome outre ses malades, et les personnes indiquies ci-dessus comme suspectes 
eofon t abandonne e o . 

Une ituve placie sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus 
rapides les opirations de disinfection. 

Les navires infectis demandant a obtenir la libre pratique en Lgypte, sont retenus cinq 
jours aux Sources de Moise , h compter du dernier cas survenu a bord. 


ARTICLE IV. 

Passagers. 

Les diffirents groupes de personnes admises k la station Sanitaire sont siparies le* 
unes des autres suivant la date de l’arrivie et l’etat sanitaire de chaque groupe. 

Les personnes atteintes de cholira ou de diarrhie cholerique sont strictement siparees 
des autres personnes et regoivent les soins midicaux que riclame leur itat. 

Les convalescents de cholira, quel que soit le nombre des jours qu’ils aient passes it la 
station Sanitaire, ne regoivent libre pratique que sur la diclaration du medecin de la dite 
station constatant l’absence de danger it l’accorder. 

Les individus morts de cholira seront inhumis dans le cimetiere affecte k la station 
Sanitaire, ou, it difaut de cimetiere, dans un endroit isole, et avec toutes les precautions 
requises. La fosse devra etre de 2 mitres de profondeur. 

Les appartements oecupes par les choleriques clans les stations Sanitaires seront, apris 
leur ivacuation, desinfectes avec le plus grand soin. 

ARTICLE V. 

****** 


Annexe V. 

Mesures de Preservation d prendre a bord des Navires au moment du Depart , pendant la 

Traversie et d VArrivie a Suez. 

****** 

III.— Mesures d prendre lors de VArrivie du Navire d Suez. 

1. Tous les batiments subiront une visite medicale avant d’entrer dans le Canal de 
Suez. 

2. Cette visite sera faite par l’autoriti Sanitaire de Suez. 

3. Si le navire est infecte, les personnes atteintes du cholera ou d’accidents douteux 
seront debarquees ct isolies dans un local special construit it proximite de Suez. 

Seront cousidires comme douteux les individus ayant eu des symptomes de cholira, 
notamment de la diarrhie. 

4. Tous les objets contamines, ou suspects de l’itre, seront disinfectis avant l’entree 
du navire dans le Canal de Suez. 

Sont considires comme suspects les habits, objets de literie, matelas, tapis, et autres 
objets qui ont ite en contact avec le malade; les vetements de ceux qui lui ont clonni des 
soins; les objets contenus dans la cabine du malade et dans les cabines attenantes; le 
couloir de ces cabines; le pont ou les parties du pont sur lesquelles le malade aurait 
sejourni. 

[iVo£e.—The words in italics in Annexe V will now obviously require alteration, 
consequent on the modifications made in the definition of “ suspects.” The insertion of the 
words “ cabines attenantes ” in this printed paper appears to be due to an oversight, which 
will be rectified before Thursday.—E. C. H. Phipps. June 7, 1892.] 
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No. 161. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 8.) 

(No. 10. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris, June 7, 1892. 

AFTER the Conference sitting this morning, there was a short discussion between 
the French and Austro-Hungarian Delegates and myself as to the mode of conveying the 
decisions arrived at to the other Powers. 

It was agreed that a proces-verbal should be drawn up, in which the modifications of 
Article 3 of the “ R&glements contre le Cholera ” should be embodied, this document to 
be signed by M. Barrere, Count Kuefstein, and myself. 

Secondly, that a note should be communicated by the Austro-Hungarian Govern¬ 
ment to the Powers who were parties to the Venice Convention, which note should be 
supported by Her Majesty’s Government and the French Government. 

M. Barrere read the project of a note to this effect, of which Count Kuefstein and I 
will receive copies. 

It points out that, without modifying the fundamental principles of the Venice Con¬ 
vention, the alterations introduced at Paris have defined the mode of its precise applica¬ 
tion, and have affixed a fresh interpretation to certain portions of it. 

Thirdly, M. Barrere proposed that the Convention as a whole, inclusive of the 
modifications made at Paris, should be printed at Vienna, and communicated by the 
Austro-Hungarian Government to each Power which was represented at Venice. This for 
the sake of convenience and clearness, and in order to avoid any possible mistakes in 
drawing up the instruments of ratification. 

M. Barrere was of opinion that when Her Majesty’s Government formally accede to 
the proces-verbal above referred to, they would in the first instance communicate such 
accession to the Italian Government. 

I propose, unless I am otherwise instructed by your Lordship, to sign the proces- 
verbal at the Conference sitting on Thursday morning. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 


No. 162. 

Mr. Phipps and Dr. Thorne to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June .) 

(No. 11.) 

My Lord, Paris, June 9, 1892. 

WE have the honour to transmit herewith the original proces-verbal, embodying 
the results of the Paris Sanitary Conference, which was signed this morning by all the 
Delegates of Great Britain, Austria-Hungary, and France. 

We have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 


Inclosure in No. 162. 

Proces-Verbal relatif a la Convention Sanitaire de Venise dit 30 Janvier, 1892. 

A LA suite de pourparlers engages par le Gouverneinent Austro-IIongrois, les 
Ddlegues soussignes de l’Autriche-Hongrie, de la France, et de la Grande-Bretagne ont 
dte designes par lours Gouvernements respectifs pour se reunir & Paris ct examiner, d’un 
commun accord, les points au r&glement desquels le Gouvernement de Sa Majestd 
Britannique subordonne son adhesion k la Convention Sanitaire Internationale signde A 
Venise, le 30 Janvier, 1892. 

LesD616gu6s Soussignds ont constate que la divergence de vues qui a retardd jusqu’ici 
la signature de la dite Convention par le Gouvernement Britannique porte sur l’interpreta- 
tion k donner aux dispositions des Articles 2 et 3 du Reglement special concernant le 
choldra insdrd dans 1’Annexe IV de la Convention. 

Apr£s examen de ees Articles, ils ont reeonnu que, sans modifier dans leur essence 
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les Articles precitds, il est possible, pour satisfaire-le Gouvernement Britannique, de leur 
donner une forme plus pre'eise et plus explicite. Ils sont done tombes d accord pour 
substituer les deux Articles ci-aprbs h ceux portant les memes numdross 2 et 3, dans 
le R&glement intitule: “ Reglement contre le Cholera,” et msere dans 1 Annexe IV de la 
Convention Sanitaire Internationale de Venise. 


ARTICLE II. 

Navires Suspects. —C’est-a-dire ayanfc eu des cas de cholera au moment du depart mi pendant la 
traversce mais aucun cas nouveau depuis sept jours. Ces navires seront trades d une faeon ddlerente 
suivant qu’ils ont on n’out pas a bond un mideein et un a] iparo.il a disinfection (etine). 

( n ) Les navires ayant un medeein et un appareil de disinfection (etuve) remplissant les 
conditions voulues seront admis a passer le Canal de Suez en quarantine dans les conditions du 

Reglement pour le transit. „ . 

(b.) Les autres navires suspects n’ayant ni le medeein m l appareil de dcsmtoetioii (etuve) seiont, 
avant d’etre admis a transiter cn .piarantaine, retonus aux Sources de Moise pendant le temps 
necessaire pour ope'rer la disinfection du lingo sale, du lingo de corps ct autres objets susceptible. 1 ?, et 

s’assurer de l’itat sanitaire du navire. , , _ 

S’il s’a <dt d’un navire postal ou d’un paquebot spicialement atfecte au transport des voyageurs, sans 
appareil de desinfection (etuve), mais ayant un medeein a bord—si l’autorite locale a 1 assurance par 
une consultation offieiellc, (pie les mesures d’assainissement et de desinfection ont ete convcnablcmcnt 
prati(iuees soit au point du depart, soit pendant la traversce, le passage en (piarantaine sera acconle.^. 

S’il s’amt de navires postaux ou de pacpiebots spicialement affeetds au transport des yoyageius, 
saus lappareil de disinfection (etuve), mais ayant un medeein a bord ; si le dernier cas de cholera 
remonte a plus de quatorze jours et si l’etat du. navire est satisfaisant, la fibre pratique pound etm 
donnee a Suez, lorsque les operations de disinfection seront ternnnees. 

Pour les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours., les passagers ^ destination dc 
l’ft'ypte seront dibarques aux Sources de Moise et isoles pendant vmgt-quatro hcurcs, et Itui lm 0 c 
sale et lours effets a usage disinfectis. Ils recevrout alors la fibre pratique. ..... 

Les bateaux ayant un trajet de moins de quatorze jours et demandant a obtemr la fibre pratique 
en Jwypte sont cgalmnent retenus pendant vingt-quatro houres aux Sources de Moise. 

Lorsque le efiolira se monirera cxclusivement dans l’eqmpage, la disinfection lie poitera ipu sm 
le lingo sale de l’iquipage, mais sur tout le lingo sale do l’iquipago, et s etendra aux postes d habitation 

de l’iquipage. 

ARTICLE III. 

Tupctte. —CVst-a-dire ayant du cholira ii bord ou ayant prisente des cas nouveaux 
de cholera depuis wpt jmim. Us .so divisent on naviressam medeein et sans appareil de desinfection 

fituvel et navires avec medeein et appareil de disinfection (etuve). . 

(a) Les navires sans medeein et sans appareil do disinfection (etuve) seront arretes aux . mines 
de Moise les personnes atteintes de cholira ou de diarrhie eholeniorme dibarquees et isolees dans un 
LS La dSinfection sera pratiqiuV dime fa Q on complite. Les autres passagers seront debar pies 
ct isoles par troupes aussi peu nombreux (pie possible, de man lire quo 1 ensemble no soit pas solidain 
din umme pXlier, sib cholira uuudt a se divelopper. Le lingo sale, les objets * usage, les 

vcWmnLs de l’iquiiiago ot des passagers seront desinfectes amsi que le navire. 

il cstlen eUidu qu’il no s’agit pas du dicluugement des marchandises, mais muloment de la 

ilMinlW'tion do la norite du navire qui a ile inleetee. , , 

ils . ssa.'ers resterout cinq jours a l'ilablissmuent des Sources do Moise: lorsque les cas do 
cl„,li«rra l 'o.£r,mU plnsioursjlnrs, la (turn. .0 l-isol.-m.-nl .!»»« "moo vurieri, ™'nn 

pruduit depuis sept jours. In am* do 1'otaorration sera ,1» 
ounruiite luiit llouvcs • s’il s’ost prodmt depuis six jours, I’obsorvaUou sera do tras Jours ; sil b est 
produit dopuis oi,«i jours, Volisorvation mm do «att jours; s’d sost prodmt dopms moms do uu>L 

* j**fi*m (®»»s).-Los navires avec mddocius et dtuves 

sermeul. ,p,eUos sent les porsouuos i, herd atteintes do d*U» 

„„ idnrvbie cboliriforme. Ces malados seront dibarquis et isoles. 

aJI le ddban uornoni de ees malades, le lm s o sale du resle des passa s ers et de 1 e.pupage suh.ra 

ka< ££^V&- ' ,1U “ desinlootion da linge no 

portera ,m ear le li^J ^ ^ oi'le'^jparlnnent da navire ct la 

seeli, n d i a l- dans las,pals .a los aadados auroul did Ir.mspedds. deelarora egalement, sous 

L,1 paiiu (Hi n (.miqmibi. , , . , , > O n ,-ntmid i>;if “ partie du navire la cabme 

”ll^,do CCS onlines, le pout, les parties du pout sur les.piels le 

OU ^ S’irlumpmMiuf diSdcetci la panic ou lc eompartimmit du navire qui a idc occupi par les 
persoimes uUointes du cholira ou dc diarrhie cholbnlbrme sans dclurquer les pemmmes dccluitus 
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suspectes, ces personnes seront ou placees sur un autre navire spdcialement affects k cet usage, ou 
debarquces et Ingres clans l’etablissement Sanitaire, prevu dans l’Annexe I de la Convention, sous le 
titre “ Organisation de la Surveillance et de la Disinfection a Suez et aux Sources de Moise,” sans 
contact avec les malades, lesquels seront places clans l’hopital. 

La duree de ce sejour sur le navire ou ii terre pour la disinfection sera aussi courte que possible 
ct n’excedera pas vingt-quatre heures. 

Ces suspects subiront une observation, soit sur leur batiment, soit sur le navire affecte ii cet 
usage; la duree de cette observation variera selon le Tableau suivant:— 


Lorsque le dernier ens de cliolera se sera produit dans le "I 
cours du septieme, du sixieme, ou du cinquieme jour avant > L’observation sera de 24 a 48 heures. 
l’arrivee ik Suez .. .. .. ., ,, J 


S'il a’est produit dans le cours du quatrieme 
l’arrivee a Suez 

S’il s’est produit dans le cours du troisirme 
l’arrivee a Suez ,. 

S’il s’est produit dans lc cours du deuxieme 
l’arrivee ii Suez ,. 


jour avant 
jour avant 
jour avant 


rant J_ 


L’observation sera de 2 ii 3 jours. 
L’observation sera de 3 ii 4 jours, 
L’observation sera de 4 ii 5 jours. 


S’il s’est produit un jour avant l’arrivee ii Suez 


L’obsenation sera de 5 jours. 


Le temps pris par les operations de disinfection est compris dans la duree dc l’observation. 

Le passage on quarantaine pourra etre accorde avant l’expiration ties dilais indiques dans le 
Tableau ci-dessus si l’autorite Sanitaire le juge possible; il sera en tout cas accorde lorsque la 
disinfection auia etc accomplie, si le nax ire abandonne, outre sc^ malades, les personnel indiquies 
ci-dessus com mo “ suspectes.” 

Une otuve places sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus rapides les 
operations de disinfection. 

Les navires infect is demandant a obtenir la libre pratique on Lgypte sont retenus cinq jours aux 
Sources de Moise,” a compter du dernier cas survenu 4 bord. 


Comrne consequence de ^interpretation donnee aux dispositions des Articles 2 et 3, 
primitivement rediges par la Conference de Venise, les Delegutis Soussignes ont dft, 
pour etablir la concordance requise, modifier egalement le libelle des dispositions 
ci-apr&s:— 


I. Ptylement contre le ClinUra, Article 4. 


1 Article 4.—( Passagers). 

Les different', groupes de personnes ndmisos a la station Sauitaiie sunt siparies les unes des 
autres suivant la date de l’arrivoe et l’etat sanitaire de ehaque groupe. 

Les personnes atteintes de cholera ou de diarrhea eholeriforme sont strictemcnt siparies des autres 
personnes, et roeoivent les soins medicaux que reclame leur itat. 

Les convalesi cuts de cholera, quel que soit le nombre des jours qu’ils aient passis a la station Sani¬ 
taire, ne reuiivent libre pratique que sur la declaration du medecin de la dite station constatant 
l’absence de danger a l’accorder. 

Les indi\ id its mints de cholera seront inhumes dans le cimetierc affecte a la station Sanitaire, ou, 
h difaut de eimeiieie. dans un endroit isoli, et avec toutes les precautions requises. La fosse devra etre 
de 2 metres de profondeur. 

Les appartements oecupis par les elioliriques dans les stations Sanitaires seront, a pres leur evacua¬ 
tion, disinfectis avec le plus grand soin. 

II. Annexe I a la Convention, au titre suivant:— 


Organmotion ih lo Surreillam < it dr la Disin/ntioii a Siu: it cur tiovrees de Moist. 

* * * * -« * * 

La station de disinfection et d’isolement des Sources de Moise comprendra :■— 

1. Trois etuves a disinfection, dont une sera plac4e sur un ponton. 

2. Un hdpital d’isolement de dim/e lit^ pour h*« pcisoimi" atteintes de cholera ou de diarrhea 
choliriforme. Cet hdpital sera dispose de fai^oii que ces malades, les homines et les femmes, soient 
Isolds les tins des autres. 

3. Des bfitiments, ou des tentes-hdpital, ou des tentes ordinaires, pour les personnes debarqudes, non 
comprises dans le paragraphe precedent. 

4. Des baignoires et des douches-lavage en nombre sullisant. 

5. Les batiments uecessaires pour les services cuinmuns, le personnel midical, les gardes, &c., un 
xaagasin, une buanderie. 

6. Un u'servoir d’eau. 

7. Ces divers bfitiments seront disposes de telle facon qu’il n’y ait pas de contact possible entre 
les malades, les objets infectis ou suspects, et les autres personnes. 


III. Annexe III de la Convention, au titre suivant:— 


Composition, Attributions, et Fonctionnement du Conseil Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire 

d’Pgypte. 

(Modifications apporties au Eeglement de Police Sanitaire, Maritime, et Quarantenaire.) 
******* 

Article 32 (ex 37). 

Si, pendant la dur4e de l’isolement des personnes d4barqu4es, un nouveau cas douteux ou confirme 
de cholera se produit parmi les personnes isolees, la duree de l’iaolement recommence pour le groupe de 
personnes restees en communication avec la personne atteinte. 

IY. Annexe V de la Convention, au titre ci-apr4s:— 


Mesures de Preservation d prendre a bord des Navires au moment du Dipart, pendant la Traversie et d 

VArrivie die Navire d Suez. 

******* 

III. Mesures ii prendre lors de l’arrivde a Suez:— 

1. Tous les batiments subiront une visite medicate avant d’entrer dans le Canal de Suez:— 

2. Cette visite sera faite par l’autoritd Sanitaire de Suez. 

3. Si le navire est infecte, les personnes atteintes du cholera ou d’accidents douteux seront 
d4barqu4es et isolees dans un local special construit ii proximite de Suez. 

Seront consideres comme douteux les individus ayant eu des symptomes de cholera, notamment la 
diarrh4e eholeriforme. 

4. Tous les objets contaminds et les objets suivants seront di'sinfectes avant l’entree du navire dans 
le Canal de Suez, e’est-dire, les habits, objets de literie, matelas, tapis, et autres objets qui ont 4to en 
contact avec le malade; les vetements de ceux qui lui ont donnd des soins ; les objets contenus dans la 
cabine du malade et dans les cabines attenantes ; le couloir de ces cabines; le pont ou les parties du 
pont sur lesquelles le malade aurait s4journ4. 

En ce qui concerne la procedure a suivre pour porter a la connaissance de tous les 
autres Gouvernements qui ont pris part a la Conference de Venise la nouvelle redaction 
interpretative des Articles 2 et 3 du “ Reglement contre le Cholera,” et les modifications 
de detail introduites dans le libelle des Annexes de la Convention, et qui sont reproduces 
ci-dessus, les Delegucs soussignds sont convenus de ce qui suit: 

Ils sont d’avis de confier au Gouvernement Austro-Hongrois le soin de communiquer 
aux dites Puissances les modifications susindiquees, en les priant, si elles les approuvent, 
de les substituer, aux textes primitives des Annexes, dans l’instrument des ratifications de 
la Convention Sanitaire, signee h Venise le 30 Janvier, 1892. 

II demeure entendu que la communication du Cabinet de Vienne sera d’ailleurs 
appuy4e, aupr&s de ces Gouvernements, par une note des Gouvernements Franqais et 
Britannique. 

Les D61dgues soussignds rappellent que le delai fixe par la Convention, pour 
l’echange des ratifications, expire le 1" Aout prochain. 

Ayant constat^, d’autre part, que dans l’Annexe IV de l’instrument diplomatique de 
la dite Convention, le “ Rdglement concernant 1’Institution d’un Corps de Gardes Sanitaires,” 
a ete omis, ainsi que le Secretariat de la Conference en a informe les D61egues, le 
25 Fevrier, 1892, ils emettent l’avis que le Gouvernement Austro-Hongrois transmette 
egalement aux Puissances le texte complet dc la Convention et des Annexes, en mettant 
en caract&res speciaux les changements dc forme resultant du present procfes-verbal. 

En foi de quoi les Delegues soussignes ont dresse le present proc^s-verbal en triple 
exemplaire, a Paris, le 9 Juin, 1892. 

(Sign4) E. CONSTANTINE H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 
KUEFSTEIN. 

CAMILLE BARRfiRE. 

Db. BROUARDEL. 

R. PROUST. 


501] 


2 Y 







170 


171 


(Translation.) 

Minute respecting the Sanitary Convention of Venice of January 30, 1892. 

AS the result of communications made by the Austro-Hungarian Government, the 
undersigned Delegates of Austria-Hungary, Prance, and Great Britain have been 
appointed by their respective Governments to meet at Paris to ex amin e together those 
points which the Government of Her Britannic Majesty require to be settled as a 
condition of their accession to the International Sanitary Convention, signed at Venice 
on the 30th January, 1892. 

The undersigned Delegates observe that the divergence of views which has 
hitherto delayed the signature of the Convention by the British Government bears on 
the interpretation to be given to the provisions of Articles 2 and 3 of the Special 
Regulations respecting cholera, inserted in Annex IV to the Convention. 

After examining these Articles, they agree that, without altering the essential 
nature of the above-mentioned Articles, it is possible, in order to meet the views of the 
British Government, to give to those Articles a more precise and explicit form. They 
have, therefore, agreed to substitute the two following Articles for those similarly 
numbered 2 and 3 in the Regulations headed, “ Regulations against Cholera,” inserted 
in Annex IV to the International Sanitary Convention of Venice:— 


(b.) Ships with a Doctor and Disinfecting Apparatus (“ Etuve ”).—Ships with doctors and stoves 
(“dtuves”) will be detained at Moses’ Wells. 

The ship’s doctor will declare on oath which persons on board are suffering from cholera or 
choleraic diarrhoea. These sick persons will be disembarked and isolated. 

After the disembarkation of these sick, the soiled linen of the rest of the passengers and of the 
crew will undergo disinfection on board. 

When cholera has occurred among the crew only, the disinfection of the linen shall extend to that 
of the crew only, and to the linen of the parts occupied by the crew. 

The ship’s doctor will also indicate on oath the part or compartment of the ship and the section of 
the hospital in which the patient or patients have been conveyed. Ho will also declare, on oath, which 
persons have been in communication with the choleraic sick after the first appearance of the disease, 
either by direct contact, or by contact with articles capable of conveying infection. 

These persons alone shall be considered as “ suspect.” 

The part or compartment of the ship and the section of the hospital in wlaich the patients have 
been conveyed will be thoroughly disinfected. By “part of the ship” is understood the cabin of the 
patient, the adjoining cabins, the passage of the cabins, the deck, and the parts of the deck which the 
patibnt or patients may have occupied. 

If it is found impossible to disinfect the part or compartment of the ship which has been occupied 
by persons suffering from cholera or choleraic diarrhoea without disembarking the persons declared to 
be “suspect,” these persons will be placed on another ship specially set apart for this purpose, or 
disembarked and lodged in the sanitary establishment provided for in Annex I of the Convention 
under the title, “ Organization of Superintendence and Disinfection at Suez ctad at Moses’ Wells,” without 
coming in contact with the patients, who will be placed in the hospital. 

The duration of this stay on the ship or on land for disinfection shall be as brief as possible, and 


ARTICLE II. 

Suspected Ship§. —That is, such as have had a case of cholera on board at the moment of starting or 
during the voyage, but no fresh case within seven days. Such ships shall be treated differently, 
according as they have or have not a doctor and a disinfecting apparatus (“ etuve ”) on board. 

(a.) Ships having on board a doctor, and a disinfecting apparatus (“ etuve ”) fulfilling the desired 
requirements, will be allowed to pass through the Canal in quarantine under the conditions stated in 
the Transit Regulations. 

(b.) Other suspected ships, having neither a doctor nor a disinfecting apparatus (“ etuve ”), will, 
before being allowed to pass through the Canal in quarantine, be stopped at Moses’ Wells during the 
time necessary for disinfecting the soiled linen, body linen, and other susceptible articles, and for 
ascertaining that the ship is in [good] sanitary condition. 

In the case of a mail-steamer, or of a packet specially engaged in the carriage of passengers, not 
having a disinfecting apparatus (“ dtuve ”) on board, but carrying a doctor, transit in quarantine will 
be allowed if the local authority has an assurance, derived from an official certificate, that sanitary 
measures and disfnfection have been properly carried out, either at the place of departure or durin" the 
voyage. 

In the case of mail-steamers or of packets specially engaged in the carriage of passengers, without 
a disinfecting apparatus (“ dtuve ”), but carrying a doctor, free pratique may bo granted at Suez after 
the operation of disinfection has been completed, if the last case of cholera occurred more than fourteen 
days previously, and if the state of the ship is satisfactory. 

In the case of ships having had a voyage of less thau fourteen days, passengers for Egypt shall 
disembark at Moses’ Wells and be isolated for twenty-four hours, and their soiled linen and the effects 
they have used shall be disinfected. They will then receive free pratique. 

Vessels having had a passage of less than fourteen days wishing to obtain free pratique in Egypt 
will also be stopped twenty-four hours at Moses’Wells. 

In cases where the cholera has occurred exclusively among the crew disinfection will extend only 
to the soiled linen of the crew, but it will extend to all the soiled linen of the crew, and to the parts 
occupied by the crew. 


ARTICLE III. 

Infected Ships. —That is to say, those which have cholera on board, or which have had fresh cases 
of cholera within seven days. They are divided into ships without a doctor and disinfecting apparatus 
(“ 4tuve ’’), and ships with a doctor and disinfecting apparatus (“ (ituve ”). 

(a.) Ships without a doctor and a disinfecting apparatus (“ etuve ”) will be detained at Moses’ 
Wells; persons suffering from cholera or choleraic diarrhoea will be disembarked, and isolated in a 
hospital. Disinfection will be carried out in a thorough manner. The other passengers will be 
disembarked, and isolated in groups of as few as possible, in order that the whole number may not be 
affected by a particular group, should cholera occur. Soiled linen, effects that have been used, the 
clothing of the crew and of the passengers will be disinfected as well as the ship. 

It is clearly understood that there is no question of discharge of merchandize, but only of 
disinfecting the infected portion of the ship. 

The passengers will remain for five days at the establishment at Moses’ Wells; in cases where the 
cholera occurred several days previously, the period of isolation will he shortened. The period in 
question will vary according to the date of the occurrence of the last ease. 

Thus, if the last case occurred within seven days, the period of observation shall be forty-eight 
hours; if within six days, the observation will last throe days; if within five days, the observa¬ 
tion will last four days; if within less than five days, the observation will last five days. 


shall not exceed twenty-four hours. 

These suspects shall undergo observation, either on their own ship or on the ship set apart for the 
purpose ; the period of this observation shall vary according to the following Table:— 


When the last case of cholera occurred in the course of 1 
the 7th, 6th, or Oth day before reaching Suez .. J 
If it occurred in the course of the 4th day before 1 
reaching Suez .. .. .. .. J 

If it occurred in the course of the 3rd day before 1 
reaching Suez .. .. .. .. J 

If it occurred in the course of tin 2nd day before } 
reaching Suez .. .. .. .. J 

If it occurred one day before reaching Suez,. .. 


The observation shall be from 24 to 48 hours. 
The observation shall be from 2 to 3 days. 
The observation shall be from 3 to 4 days. 

The observation shall be from 4 to 5 days. 
The observation shall be of 5 days. 


The time occupied by disinfecting operations is included in the period of observation.. 

Passage in quarantine may be granted before tiie expiry of flic periods above indicated if the 
sanitary authority judges it possible ; it will in every ease be granted when the disinfection is 
completed, if the vessel abandons, in addition to her patients, the persons above defined as “ suspect.” 

A stove (“ etuve ’’) placed on a pontoon may come alongside the ship to expedite the disinfecting 

operations. . , , .. 

Infected ships wishing to obtain free pratique in Egypt are detained for five days at Moses W ells, 
reckoning from the last case which occurred on hoard. 

In consequence of the interpretation placed on the provisions of Articles 2 and 3, 
as originally drafted by the Venice Conference, the undersigned Delegates have heen 
obliged to modify the wording of the following provisions in order to bring the whole 
into harmony:— 

I. Regulation against Cholera, Article 4. 

The different groups of persons admitted to the sanitary station shall be separated from one 
another according to date of arrival, and the sanitary condition of each group. 

Persons having cholera or choleraic diarrhoea are strictly separated from other persons, and 
receive the medical treatment which their condition requires. 

Cholera convalescents, however many days they may have spent at the sanitary station, receive 
free pratique only on the declaration of the doctor of the said station, to the ellect that there is no danger 
in granting it. 

The bodies of those who have died of cholera shall be buried m the cemetery attached to the 
sanitary station, or, in default of a cemetery, in an isolated spot, with all requisite precautions. The 
depth of the grave must he 2 metres. . 

The apartments tenanted by cholera patients in the sanitary stations shall, on being vacated, be 
disinfected with the greatest care. 

II. Annex I to the Convention, under the following heading :— 


Organization of Superintendence and of Disinfection at Suez and at Moses’ Wells. 
******* 

The disinfecting and isolating station at Moses’ Wells shall contain :— 

1. Three disinfecting stoves (“ dtuves ”), one of which shall be on a pontoon. 

2. An isolating hospital with twelve beds for persons suffering from cholera or from choleraic 
diarrhoea. This hospital shall be so arranged that the patients, male and female, are isolated from one 
another. 
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3. Buildings, hospital tents, or ordinary tents, for persons who are landed, not included in the fore¬ 
going paragraph. 

4. A sufficient number of baths and shower-baths (“ douches-lavages ”). 

5. Buildings necessary for the common services, the medical staff, the guards, &c., a store and a 

laundry. ’ 

6. A reservoir of water. 

7. The various buildings shall be so arranged that no contact be possible between invalids 

infected or suspected objects, and other persons. . ' 

III. Annex III to the Convention, under the following heading:— 

Composition, powers, and working of the Maritime, Sanitary, and Quarantine Board of Egypt. 

(Alterations in the llegulations for maritime, sanitary, and quarantine police.) 

♦**•** 

Article 32 (ex 37). 

If, during the isolation of pei’sons landed, a fresh doubtful or decided case of cholera occurs 
among the isolated persons, the period of isolation recommences for the group of persons who were in 
contact with the person attacked. 

IV. Annex V to the Convention, under the following heading:— 

Precautionary Measures to be taken on board Ships on departure, during the passage and on arrival 

at Suez. 

****** 

III. Measures to be taken on arrival at Suez:— 

]. All ships shall undergo a medical visit before entering the Suez Canal. 

2. This visit shall be made by the sanitary authority of "Suez. 

3. If the ship is infected, the persons suffering from cholera, or classed as doubtful, shall be 
disembarked and isolated in a special building near Suez. 

Persons having had choleraic symptoms, notably choleraic diarrhoea, shall be classed as doubtful. 

4. All contaminated objects and the following objects shall be disinfected before the entry of the 
ship into the Suez Canal, namely, clothes, bed clothes, mattresses, carpets, and other objects which 
have been in contact with the patient, the clothes of those who have tended him, the objects in the 
patient’s cabin and in the adjacent cabins, the passage to those cabins, the deck, or the parts of the 
deck which the patient may have occupied. 

In regard to the manner of communicating- to the other Governments which took 
part in the Venice Conference the new declaratory drafting of Articles 2 and 3 of the 
** Regulations against Cholera ” and the modifications of detail made in the wording of 
the Annexes of the Convention, which are reproduced above, the undersigned 
Relegates have agreed upon the following:— 

They are of opinion that the communication of the above-mentioned modifications 
to the said Powers should he intrusted to the care of the Austro-Hungarian Govern¬ 
ment, begging- them, should they approve, to substitute them for the former texts of 
the Annexes in the ratifications of the Sanitary Convention, signed at Venice the 
30th January, 1892. 

It is understood that the communication to be made by the Cabinet of Vienna 
shall be supported, as regards these Governments, by a note from the Governments of 
Trance and of Great Britain. 

The undersigned Delegates call attention to the fact that the term fixed by the 
Convention for the exchange of the ratifications expires on the 1st August next. 

Having observed, moreover, that in Annex IV of the diplomatic document 
containing the said Convention the “ Regulations concerning the Eormation of a Corps 
of Sanitary Guards ” have been omitted, as the Secretaries of the Conference informed 
the Relegates on the 25th Tebruary, 1892, they express the opinion that the Austro- 
Hungarian Government should likewise transmit to the Powers the complete text of 
the Convention and of the Annexes, printing in distinguishing type the changes of 
form resulting from the present Minute. 

In faith whereof, the undersigned Delegates have drawn up the present Minute in 
three originals at Paris, the 9th June, 1892. 

(Signed) E. CONSTANTINE H. PHIPPS. 

R. THORNE THORNE. 

KUETSTEIN. 

CAMILLE BARRfilRE. 

D. BROUARDEL. 

R. PROUST. 
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No. 163. 

Mr. Phipps to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received June 10.) 

(No. 12. Paris Sanitary Conference.) 

My Lord, Paris , June 9,1892. 

WITH reference to my despatch No. 10 of the 7th instant, I have the honour to 
inclose a copy of a “ Projet de note ” agreed upon by M. Barrdre, Count Kuefstein, and 
myself, and drawn up in the French Foreign Office, recapitulating the circumstances under 
which the Paris Conference was convoked, and explaining the modifications of the Venice 
Convention which have been arrived at. 

As regards its substance, it is intended to serve as a model, in order to insure identity 
in the communications which may be addressed by Her Majesty’s Government and the 
Governments of Austiia-ITungary and France to the Powers which took part in the Venice 
Convention. 

The proccs-verbal was signed by all the Delegates of the three Powers, Count 
Kuefstein having expressed an opinion that considerable weight would be attached to the 
signatures of the distinguished members of the medical profession who acted as Technical 
Delegates being affixed. 

The proceedings, which were remarkable throughout for the spirit of conciliation 
evidenced, and the desire exhibited on all sides to arrive at a satisfactory settlement, 
terminated by an expression of our recognition of the hospitality shown to us by the 
French Government, of the conciliatory attitude of the French Technical Delegates, as 
well as of the impartiality with which M. Barr the performed his duties as President of the 
Conference. 

M. Barrere conveyed to the foreign Delegates formally the congratulations of the 
President of the Republic and of the Minister of Foreign Affairs at the satisfactory 
termination of their labours. 

I have, &c. 

(Signed) E. C. H. PHIPPS. 


Inclosure in No. 163. 

Draft Note. 

Monsieur, 

EN se sdparant, le 30 Janvier, 1892, la Conference Sanitairc dc Venise a signe une 
Convention accompagnee d’unc serie tie Rdglements qui fixent le fonctionnement d’un 
systdme sanitaire nouveau applicable an transit du Canal do Suez et qui indiquent les 
conditions dans lesqut-lles lc Conseil Sanitaire d’Alexandrie sera desormais appele h 
fonctionner. 

Vous Cv nnaissez. Monsieur, les cfrconstances qui ont precede ct suivi l’elaboration tie 
cet acte diplomatique. La Convention de Venise a etc signee par les Pienipotentiaires 
de la plupart tics Puissances reprdsentbes a la Conference. Les Ddldguds Danois, Suddois, 
et Ottomans v ont dgalement adhere, mais n’ont pas ete en mesure d’y apposer leurs 
signatures, faute des pleins pouvoirs necessaires. Les Ddldguds de la Grande-Bretagne, de 
leur c6td, ont declare, an Protocolc de Signature, qu’ils n’etaient pas en mesure tie signer 
la Convention, leur Gouvcrneinent n’etant pas encore sufiisamrnent eclaire sur les conse¬ 
quences pratiques qui resulteraient de son application. 

Le Gouvcrnement Amtro-IIongrois, qui avait pris l’initiative de la convocation de la 
Conference, a juge dc son devoir de rechercher les moyens d’arriver a une entente unanime. 
Et cornme e’etaient les propositions dmandes dc la Delegation Frangaise qui avaient 
modifid dans ses parties essentielles le Piotocole de Londrcs du 29 Juillet, 1891 ; comme, 
d’autre part, les seules objections qni subsistaient dmanaient du Gouvcrnement de Sa 
Majeste Britannique, il a proposd a cclui-ci d’envoyer ti Paris des Represcntants qui, tie 
concert avec ceux du Gouverncment de la Republique et du Gouvernement Imperial et 
Royal, proedderaient h un dchange dc vues destind a nplunir les diffieultes. 

Ces pourparlers ont eu lieu a Paris; ils ont abouti a un accord complet qui assure a 
la Convention de Venise l’adhdsion du Cabinet de l.ondres. 

Les Delegues ne pouvaient songer a modifier proprio motu un instrument diplo¬ 
matique revetu de la signature de la plupart des Puissances; aussi se sont-ils limitds & 
[501] 2 Z 
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interpreter d’une fagon plus precise les Articles 2 et 3 du Riglement contre le Cholera. 
Yous trouverez ci-jointe la version nouvelle de ces Articles; elle ne porte aucune atteinte 
aux principes qui inspirent l’oeuvre de la Conference et offre l’avantage de ne laisser aucun 
doute sur la manfere dont le Riglement sera appliqui. 

Nous esperons done que le Gouvernement aupifes duquel vous etes accriditi ne verra, 
comme nous, que des avantages a substituer, dans l’instrument des ratifications, la nouvelle 
redaction a l’ancien texte des Articles 2 et 3 du Riglement, ainsi que les modifications de 
style qui en decoulent. Cette substitution lui paraitra d’autant plus naturelle qu’il sera 
igalement nicessaire d’introduire dans l’Annexe IV de 1’instrument diplomatique de la 
Convention le “ R&glement concernant l’lnstitution d’un Corps de Gardes Sanitaires pour 
le Service du Transit en Quarantaine,” Rigleinent que le Secretariat de la Conference 
avait omis d’y inserer, ainsi qu’il resulte d’une rectification portie a la connaissance des 
Diligues, le 25 Fevrier dernier. 

*[La Convention et ses Annexes se presenteraient done sous la forme definitive du 
document que vous trouverez ci-joint et dans lequel le texte des Articles 2 et 3 ainsi que 
les modifications qui s’y referent sont imprimis en caracferes spiciaux. 

Vous voudrez bien communiquer ce document au Gouvernement de .] 

Les delais pour lechange des ratifications de la Convention ont iti fixes au 1" Aoftt 
prochain; nous proposons done, si aucune objection ne se produit, que le dep6t des instru¬ 
ments de ratification ait lieu, a cett.e date, a Rome, ainsi qu’il a etc stipule dans la 
Convention. 

Je vous prie de vouloir bien donnor lecture de la presente depeche a 
et de lui en laisser copie. 


(Translation.) 

BEFORE separating, the Sanitary Conference of Venice signed, on the 30th January 
1892, a Convention, annexed to which are a series of Regulations for establishing a new 
sanitary system applicable to the passage of the Suez Canal, and laying down the condi¬ 
tions under which the Sanitary Council of Alexandria will, for the future, have to act. 

You already know the circumstances which preceded and followed the preparation of 
the diplomatic act in question. The Convention of Venice was signed by the Plenipo¬ 
tentiaries of the greater number of the Powers represented at the Conference. The Danish, 
Swedish, and Ottoman Delegates likewise adhered to it, but were unable to sign it, as 
they were not provided with the requisite full powers. The Delegates of Great Britain 
declared, in the Minute recording the signature, that they were not able to sign the 
Convention, as their Government had not sufficient information as to the practical conse¬ 
quences of applying it. 

The Austro-Hungarian Government, which had taken the initiative in calling the 
Conference together, thought it a duty to seek means of arriving at a unanimous agreement. 
As the proposals which had led to an alteration of the essential parts of the Protocol of 
London of the 29th July, 1891, had been made by the French Delegates, and as the only 
objections were those of Her Britannic Majesty’s Government, the Austro-Hungarian 
Government invited the British Government to send Representatives to Paris, who, in 
concert with the Representatives of the Government of the Republic and of the Imperial 
and Royal Government, should exchange views in order to remove existing difficulties. 

Such exchange of views has taken place at Paris, and has led to an entire agreement, 
which insures the accession of the London Cabinet to the Convention of Venice. 

The Delegates could not for a moment think of altering, proprio molu, a diplomatic 
instrument bearing the signatures of the greater number of the Powers; they, therefore, 
restricted themselves to interpreting more precisely Articles 2 and 3 of the Regulations 
against Cholera. The new version of these Articles is inclosed ; it does not affect the 
principles which underlay the work of the Conference, and has the advantage of leaving 
no doubt as to the manner in which the Regulations will be applied. 

We trust, therefore, that the Government to which you are accredited will agree 
with us in thinking that none but advantageous results will follow on substituting, in the 
ratifications, the new for the original text of Articles 2 and 3 of the Regulations, together 
with the changes in wording which it requires. This proceeding will appear all the more 
natural, as it will also be necessary to insert in Annexe IV to the Convention the “ Regula¬ 
tions respecting the establishment of a Corps of Health Guards for the Transit Service,” 
which Regulations had been omitted by the Secretaries to the Conference, as appears from 
the correction brought to the knowledge of the Delegates on the 25th February. 


*[The Convention and its Annexes would assume the definitive form shown in the 
inclosed document, wherein Articles 2 and 3, and the alterations referring to them, are 
printed in distinguishing type. 

You will communicate this document to the Government.] 

The date for the exchange of the ratifications of the Convention was fixed for the 
1st August next, and we would therefore propose, if no objection is raised, that the 
ratifications should be deposited at Rome on that date, as provided in the Convention. 

I would ask you to read this despatch to , and to give him a 

copy of it. 


No. 164. 

Note on the Amendments made at Paris in the Venice Draft of the Cholera Regulations. 

ARTICLE III. 

Navires Infectes.— Les navires infects sont ceux ayant du cholera a bord ou ayant 
presente des cas nouveaux de cholira depuis sept jours. 11s se divisent en navires avec 
midecin et appareil de disinfection (ituve), et navires sans midecin et sans appareil 
de disinfection (ituve). 

(a.) Les navires sans medecin et sans appareil de de'sinfection (etuve) seront arrites 
aux Sources de Moise, les malades debarques et isolis dans un hopital. La disinfection 
sera pratiquie d’ure fagon complete. Les autres passagers seront debarquis et isolis par 
groupes aussi peu m.mbieux que possible, de fagon a ce que l’ensemble ne soit pas solidaire 
d’un groupe particulier si le cholera venait a se developper. Le linge sale, les objets 
& usage, les vitements de l’iquipage et des passagers seront disinfects, ainsi que le 
navire. 

II est bien entendu qu’il ne s’agit pas du dechargevnent des marchandises mais 
seulement dela disinfection de la partie du navire qui a ite infectee. 

Les passagers resteront cinq jours a l’itablissement des Sources du Moise; lorsque 
les cas de cholira remonteront a plusieurs jours, la durie de l’isolement pourra (*) etre 
diminuie. Cette durie variera selon l’epoque de l’apparition du dernier cas. 

(&.) Le passage en quarantaine (~) pourra mime etre accorde avant 1’expiration des 
cinq jours, par l’autoriti Sanitaire, apies la disinfection operie, si le navire possede un 
midecin ct un appareil de disinfection (ituve) prisentant les conditions indiquies. 

Pour les ( 3 ) navires postaux, dans le cas ou la maladie n’aurait envahi qu’une partie 
iimitee du navire, l’autoriti locale sera (‘) juge de l’opportunite du dibarquement, du 
nombre des personnes a dibarquer suivant les postes qu’elles occupent a bord. Elle aura 
igalement a diterminer les (') points du navire a dcsinfecter. 

Lorsque toutes ces operations auront ite accomplies, si le navire ( 5 ) abandonne ses 
malades et ses suspects il pourra trail si ter sans retard le Canal en quarantaine. 

Par exception, s’il s’agit de ( () ) grands transports de troupes soumises a la discipline 
militaire, si le navire posside un midecin ct un appareil, disinfection (ituve), l’autorite 
Sanitaire pourra prescrirc seulement le dibarquement des personnes logics clans le 
compartiment du navire oil la maladie s’est declario pendant le dibarquement, ce ( 7 ) com- 
partiment et la section de l’hopital dans laquelle le ou les malades auront ite transports, 
ainsi que les objets it usage de toutes les personnes qui ont eti en rapport avec eux, seront 
cornpfetement disinfects. 

( s ) L’autorite Sanitaire du bord diclarera sous sennent quels sont le ou les comparti- 
ments infectes ou suspects. 

Le huge sale du reste des troupes subira la disinfection it bord. En outre, une ituve 
placie sur un ponton pourra venir accoster le navire pour rendre plus rapides les opirations 
de disinfection. 

Les navires infects demandant a obtenir la fibre pratique en Egypt seront retenus 
cinq jours aux Sources de Moise it compter du dernier cas survenu k bord. 


* For the Austrian Note only. 


• Pour la note Autrichienne seulement. 
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(*) Now no longer discretionary. The Paris draft says “ sera ” and gives a sliding 
scale; see §§ 4 and 5 of Paris draft. 

( 2 ) Now no longer discretionary. The Paris draft gives a sliding scale; see § 14 of 
Paris draft. 

( s ) No longer limited to postal ships, but extensive to all ships having a doctor and a 
disinfector; see § 6 and following of Paris draft. 

( 4 ) The extent to which the disease has prevailed is now to he declared on oath by the 
ship’s doctor; see §§ 7, 10, and 11 of Paris draft. No persons other than the sick will 
now be landed except where requisite in order to disinfect the ship. The “ suspects ” may, 
however, he placed on a ship specially provided for the purpose; see § 14 of Paris 
draft. 

( 5 ) The ship cannot now leave her “suspects” on shore, but she might still proceed 
at once if she left them on the special ship ; see §§ 14 and 16 of Paris draft. 

( fi ) The privileges accorded at Venice to troop-ships carrying a doctor and a disinfector 
have now been made extensive to all ships carrying a doctor and a disinfector, and no 
discretion is now left to the local sanitary authority as to who shall be considered 
“ suspects they are strictly defined, and are to be pointed out by the ship’s doctor. All 
who have been in the same part of the ship are no longer liable to be classed as “ suspects,” 
but those only who have had direct or indirect contact with the sick ; see §§ 6 and 10 
of Paris draft. 

( 7 ) The part of the ship to be disinfected is now defined. The definition had already 
been accepted at Venice, and appeared in the instructions as to what was to be done on 
arrival at Suez; see § 11 of the Paris draft. 

( s ) This provision now applies to all ships with a doctor and a disinfector; see § 11 
of the Paris draft. 

Foreign Office, June 17, 1892. 
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